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NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

[Given  pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.] 

*  ****** 
776.  Adulteration  and  misbranding'  of  "  Fly  Oil."    United  States  v.  Hal  H. 

Post  (Post  Chemical  Manufacturing  Co.).  Plea  of  nolo  contendere. 
Fine,  $25  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  805.    Dom.  No.  14151.) 

On  January  22.  1920,  the  United  States'  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
( 'ourt  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against  Hal  H. 
Post,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  The  Post  Chemical 
Manufacturing  Co.,  Cleveland.  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  defendan', 
on  or  about  May  16,  1918,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Tennessee, 
of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  two  barrels  labeled  "  Fly  Oil,"  which 
was  an  adultera  ed  and  misbranded  insecticide,  within  the  meaning  of  the  in- 
secticide act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  art  "cle  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  words,  to  wit.  "Fly  Oil,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  barrels  con  ain- 
ing  the  article,  operated  to  state  that  the  article  contained  in  the  barrels  did 
consist  wholly  of  oil;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  d'd  not  consist 
wholly  of  oil,  but  substances  other  than  oil  had  been  snbst  tn  ed  in  part  for 
the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  words,  to  wit, 
"  Fly  Oil,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  barrels  con  aining  the  article,  were 
false  and  misleading  and  that  by  reason  of  the  said  words  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the.  purchaser,  in  that  the  said 
words  represent  that  tlie  article  did  consist  wholly  of  oil ;  whereas,  in  fact  ami 
in  truth,  the  article  did  not  consis  wholly  of  oil,  but  did  consist  partially  of 
substances  other  than  oil. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  for  the  reason  that  it  con- 
sisted partially  of  an  inert  subs' ance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  substance 
does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correc  ly,  or  at 
all.  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  barrels  con- 
taining the  article;  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said 
inert  substance  so  presen'  in  the  article,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  art  cle  having  insecticidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  substance  so  present  in  the  article  s  ated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each 
or  any  of  the  barrels  containing  the  article. 

On  Sep' ember  12,  1921,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to 
the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

G.  W.  PUGSLEY, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 


1  Free  distribution  will  be  limited  to  firms,  establishments,  and  journals  especially  con- 
cerned. Others  desiring  copies  may  obtain  them  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
Government  Printing  Office.  Washington,  D.  C,  at  5  cents  each. 
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777.  Misbranding  of  "  Skiddoo  Fly  (  hascr."  luffed  State*  v.  Simon  Adel- 
son <l  .  S.  Refining:  Company).  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine,  $10 
and  CNtl,     (I.  &  F.  No.  809.    Dom.  No.  14625.) 

On  October  6,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against  Simon 
Adelson,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  U.  S.  Refinin;: 
Company,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  defendant,  on  or  about 
July  12,  j918,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  six  cans,  labeled  "  Skiddoo  Fly  Chaser," 
which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide,  within  the  meaning  of  the  insecticide  act 
of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article  bore  statements  regarding  the  article 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  :  In  this  that  the  statements, 
to  wit.  "  Skiddoo  Fly  Chaser  For  flies  and  Mosquitoes  Around  Livestock. 
*  *  *  The  Most  Effective  Fly  oil  on  the  Market  *  *  *  Directions  for 
Use.  *  *  *  Stalls  and  Stables! — Spray  floors  and  walls  thoroughly  every 
other  day.  This  will  drive  the  flies  away  without  spraying  the  animal,"  borne 
on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  did  represent  that  the 
article  did  consist  and  was  composed  of  oil,  and  that  the  article,  when  used  as 
directed,  would  drive  away  flies  from  live  stock ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article  did  consist  and  was  composed  of  substances  other  than  oil,  and  the 
article  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  drive  away  flies  from  live  stock : 
and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Skiddoo  Fly  Chaser  For  Flies  and 
Mosquitoes  Around  Livestock.  Also  Lice,  Mites.  Gnats,  and  Many  Other  Insects. 
The  Most  Effective  Fly  Oil  On  The  Market.  *  *  *  Directions  for  Use. 
Flies  and  Mosquitoes — To  protect  animals  from  flies  and  mosquitoes  apply 
lightly  over  the  animal  with  a  sprayer,  giving  special  attention  to  the  legs, 
heads  and  sides.  Stalls  and  Stables — Spray  floors  and  walls  thoroughly  every 
other  day.  This  will  drive  the  flies  away  without  spraying  the  animal,"  borne 
on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans,  did  represent  that  the  article,  when  used  as 
directed,  would  be  the  most  effective  preparation  on  the  market  for  driving 
flies  away  from  live  stock,  and  that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  all 
types  and  varieties  of  mites  which  infest  live  stock;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  the  most  effective  prep- 
aration on  the  market  for  driving  away  flies  from  live  stock,  and  the  article 
would  not  be  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  mites  which  infest 
live  stock. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  for  the  reason  that  the  article 
did  consist  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit.  water,  which  said  inert  sub- 
stance does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and 
percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  were  not  stated  plainly  and 
correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of 
the  cans  containing  the  article;  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount 
of  the  inert  ingredient  so  present  in  the  said  article,  were  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  Ingredient  of  the  article  having  insect icidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  cf  the  said  inert  substance  so  present  in 
the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne 
on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans  containing  the  article. 

On  September  12,  1921,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
information,  and  in  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

C.  W.  PUOSLEY, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Ayriculture. 

77*.  Adulteration  and  iuiNltraiidinK  of  Stock  Dip  and  1)1*1  nf octant." 
United  Stntea  v,  Simon  kdelaon  <r.  S.  Refining  Compnny).  Plea  of 
nolo  contendere.  Fine,  JjMO  and  eoNtn.  (I.  &  F.  No.  810.  Dom.  No. 
14624.) 

On  October  6,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
<  >bi<».  acting  iijm.h  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against  Simon 
Adelson.  trading  and  doing  busines  under  the  name  and  style  of  U.  S.  Refining 
Company,  Cleveland.  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  defendant  on  or  about 
July  12.  1918,  from  the  state  of  obio  into  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quan- 
t  ty  of  an  article  contained  in  six  cans,  labeled  "Stock  Dip  and  Disinfectant," 
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which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  This  product  contains  inert  substance  water,  not 
more  than  15  per  cent,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  contain- 
ing the  article  did  purport  and  profess  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the 
article  were  such  that  it  did  contain  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  that  is 
to  say,  a  substance  that  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects 
or  fungi,  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  15  per  centum,  and  that  the  article 
did  contain  active  iugred'ents,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  prevent,  de- 
stroy, repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  85 
per  centum ;  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  that,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  article  did  contain  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  in  a  proportion 
greater  than  15  per  centum,  and  the  article  did  contain  active  ingredients  in 
a  proportion  less  than  85  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  labels  on  the  packages 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
(2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Stock  Dip  and  Disin- 
fectant An  Excellent  Dip  for  Sheep,  Cattle,  Swine  and  all  Livestock.  *  *  * 
Directions  for  Use  as  a  Disinfectant  *  *  *  Scab — Dip  entire  animal  in  a 
solution  of  1  part  of  Dip  to  40  parts  water.  Immerse  head  several  times. 
Animal  must  stay  in  Dip  three  or  four  minutes.  Be  sure  and  heat  the  Dip 
to  not  more  than  100  degrees,  and  dip  again  in  eight  days  after  the  first  dip- 
ping. Break  up  crust  with  something  rough ;  "  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  packages,  did  represent  that  the  article  when  used  as  directed  would  be 
effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  types  and  varieties  of  scab  which  affect  live 
stock,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  when  used  as  directed  would 
not  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  types  and  all  varieties  of  scab  which 
affect  live  stock ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  For  Hogs  *  *  * 
Galls,  Sores  and  Wounds — Wash  frequently  with  1  part  of  Dip  to  100  parts 
of  water,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  did  represent  that  the 
article  when  used  as  directed  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  types 
and  varieties  of  sores  on  hogs,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  when 
used  as  directed  would  not  be  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  sores 
on  hogs. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  for  the  reason  that  the  arti- 
cle did  consist  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert 
substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and 
the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  so  present 
in  the  article  was  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne 
on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans  containing  the  said  article,  nor,  in  lieu 
of  this,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient 
of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  said  inert  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the 
cans  containing  the  article. 

On  September  12,  1921,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to 
the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

C.  W.  Pugsley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

779.  Misbranding;  of  "  Kelly's  Disinf ectant."  United  States  v.  Kelly- 
Steinmetz  Liquor  Co.  Plea  of  snilty.  Fine  $25.00.  (I.  &  F.  No.  854. 
Dom.  No.  13441.) 

On  May  28,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Minnesota, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Kelly-Stein- 
metz  Liquor  Company,  a  corporation,  Minneapolis,  Minn.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  the  defendant  on  or  about  May  29,  1918,  from  the  State  of  Minnesota 
into  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  24  cans, 
labeled  "  Kelly's  Disinfectant,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungi- 
cide within  the  meaning  of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false 
and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
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deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  [n  this,  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Kelly's 
Disinfectant  For  Disinfecting  Poultry  Houses.  Nests,  Roosts,  Sards  &  Appli- 
ances f  *  *  Kills  Body  Lice  *  *v  *  whether  in  the  air,  in  the  ground, 
in  cracks  or  crcv  cos.  I'se  it  often  Dilute  one  tablespoonfnl  to  one  quart 
water.  Can  be  used  in  any  hand  sprayer.  Kelly's  Disinfectant  *  *  *  Can 
be  relied  upon  in  cases  of  contagious  diseases — kills  the  ge  DO  that  causes  the 
disease  that  kills  the  fowl.  hilute.  one  tablespoon ful  to  one  quart  water. 
-  *  I'se  it  freely.  Can  he  used  in  any  hand  sprayer."  borne  on  the  said 
Labels,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and 
in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  all  types 
and  varieties  of  body  lice  that  infest  poult,  y.  rind  that  the  article  could  be 
relied  upon  to  be  effective  in  killing  the  genus  that  cause  all  contag  dus  dis- 
eases that  kill  fowls;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  when  used  as 
directed  would  not  be  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  body  Lice 
that  infest  poultry,  and  the  article  could  not  be  relied  upon  to  he  effective  in 
k  lling  the  germs  that  cause  all  contagious  disease--  that  kill  fowls. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially 
of  inert  substance,  to  wit.  water,  which  sa  d  inert  substance  does  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  dees  not  present,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  fungi,  to  wit.  putrefactive  and  pathogenic  bacteria,  which  cause  dis- 
eases of  poultry,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  ine  t  sub- 
stance were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  en  each  Or  any  label  borne  on  or 
affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  packages  aforesaid,  nor.  in  lieu  of  this,  were  the 
names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  ;md  every  fng  ediont  of  the  article 
having  insectieidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  sa  d 
inert  ingredient  present  in  the  said  article,  stated  plainly  nad  correctly  On 
each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  packages  afo  esaid. 

On  October  H\  1021.  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  (d*  guilty  to  the  informat'on, 
and  the  court  imposed  ;i  tine  of  $25. 

C.  W.  PUGSLEY, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

780.  Adulteration  and  Misbranding  <»t*  "Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate 
of  Calcium."  United  States  y.  The  Glidden  Company.  Plea  of 
guilty.     Fine  $50.00  and  costs.     (I.  &  V.  No.  900.     Dom.  No.  15134.) 

Op  November  8,  1930,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  1>  s- 
trict  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The 
(Hidden  Co.  B  corporation.  Cleveland.  Ohio,  alleging  shipment  hy  said  com- 
pany on  or  about  April  '2'2.  1919,  from  the  St;ite  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of 
Michigan,  of  a  quantity  of  "GUdden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium.*' 
which  was  alleged  to  be  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  insecticide  act  of  191<>. 

Adultomt 'on  of  the  article  w  as  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  thai 
the  statements,  to  wit  : 

"Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of*  Calcium    *   *  * 
Active  Ingredients 

Calcium  Arsenate  (not  less  than)   78.0% 

Inert  Ingredients  I  not  more  than  t   22.0$ 

Total  Arsenic  (as  metallic)  (not  less  than)   29.8$ 

Arsenic  Oxide  (AStOs)   (not  less  than)  48.0$  " 

bome  on  the  labels  affixed  bo  the  packages  containing  the  article,  purported  end 
professed  thai  the  standard  and  qua!  ty  of  the  article  were  such  thi  I  it  con- 
tained c;iicuini  arsenate  in  :i  proportion  of  not  loss  thau  seventy-eight  per 

centum,  and  contained  inert  Ingredients  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than 
twenty-two  per  centum,  and  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proporl  oil  of  not 
less  than  forty-Six  por  centum,  and  contained  t « »t :» 1  arsenic,  expressed  as 
metallic,  in  b  proportion  of  not  less  than  twenty-nine  and* eight-tenths  per 
centum;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  be!ow  the  pro- 
cessed standard  and  quality  onder  wh'ch  it  was  sold,  in  that,  in  rad  and  in 

truth,  the  article  did  contain  calcium  arsenate  In  a  proportion  less  than  scveiity- 
e'ght  per  centum,  ami  did  contain  inert  Ingredients  In  :i  proportion  more  than 

tWenty-tWO  per  centum,  and  did  contain  arsenic  oxide  in  ;i  proportion  less  than 
forty-six  per  centum,  and  did  contain  total  arsenic,  expressed  as  metallic,  in 
;i  proportion  Less  than  twenty-nine  and  oiirht-tent  Irs  per  centum. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  for  the  reason  thai  the  words, 
to  wit.  "Glidden  Dry  powdered  ArsemiP  of  Calcium."  purported  and  professed 
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that  the  article  was  arsenate  of  calcium ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article  was  not  arsenate  of  calcium,  but  certain  substances  other  than  arsenate 
of  calcium,  to  wit,  magnesium  arsenate  and  other  substances  and  compounds 
had  been  substituted  in  part  for  arsenate  of  calcium  in  the  said  article. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  for  the  reason  that  the  state- 
ments, to  wit,  "  Directions  for  Use — Potatoes,  Tomatoes  and  Truck  Crops— 
(Hidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium  can  be  highly  recommended  for 
use  on  potatoes,  tomatoes  and  other  truck  crops.  From  1  to  li  pounds  to  50 
gallons  of  water  will  he  effective  in  the  control  of  the  potato  bug  and  other  leaf- 
eating  and  chewing  insects.  It  is  less  expensive  than  Par  s  Green  and  very 
effective.  Apples,  Pears  and  Seed  Fruits — From  1  to  \  pounds  to  50  gallons 
of  water  w  11  give  splendid  results.  Shade  Trees  Shrubbery,  Etc. — From  1  to  2 
pounds  to  50  gallons  of  water  will  effectively  control  most  leaf-eating  insects. 
Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium  should  not  be  used  on  peach  trees  and  other 
stone  fruits.  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium  can  T)e  used  just  as 
it  comes  from  the  package  for  dry  dusting.  Write  us  for  complete  literature. 
Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium  where  used  at  rate  of  J  pound 
to  50  gallons  of  water,  should  be  used  at  rate  of  2  to  3  teaspoonfuls  to  1  gallon 
of  water,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article, 
represented  that  the  article  was  intended  to  be  used  on  vegetation,  to  wit,  all 
kinds  of  truck  crops  and  on  apple  trees,  pear  trees,  and  all  kinds  of  seed-bear- 
ing fruit  trees,  and  on  all  kinds  of  shade  trees,  and  all  kinds  of  shrubbery,  and 
ali  kinds  of  vegetation  which  is  subject  to  attack  or  infestation  by  leaf-eating 
and  leaf-chewing  insects,  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method 
and  maimer  as  directed  on  the  said  labels ;  whereas,  the  article  did  contain  a 
substance,  or  substances,  which,  when  the  article  is  prepared  and  used  and  ap- 
plied on  certain  kinds  of  truck  crops,  or  on  apple  trees,  pear  trees,  or  certain 
kinds  of  seed-bearing  fruit  trees,  or  on  certain  kinds  of  shade  trees,  or  on  cer- 
tain kinds  of  shrubbery,  or  on  certain  kinds  of  vegetation  which  is  subject  to 
attack  or  infestation  by  leaf-eating  and  leaf-chewing  insects,  in  the  strengths 
and  proportions,  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  on  the  said  labels, 
would  cause  injury  to  such  truck  crops,  trees,  shrubbery  and  vegetation. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  labels  on  the  packages 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading ;  and 


(2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  :  In  this,  that  the  words  and  figures,  to  wit : 

"Calcium  Arsenate  (not  less  than)  78.0% 

Inert  Ingredients  (not  more  than)  22.0% 

Total  Arsenate  (as  metallic)  (not  less  than)  29.8% 

Arsenate  Oxide  (AS205)  (not  less  than)  46.0%" 


borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article,  represented 
that  the  article  did  contain  calcium  arsenate  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than 
seventy-eight  per  centum,  and  did  contain  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  of 
not  more  than  twenty-two  per  centum,  and  did  contain  arsenic  oxide  in  a  pro- 
portion of  not  less  than  forty-six  per  centum,  and  did  contain  total  arsenic, 
expressed  as  metallic,  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  twenty-nine  and  eight- 
tenths  per  centum ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  contain  cal- 
cium arsenate  in  a  proportion  less  than  seventy-eight  per  centum,  and  did  con- 
tain inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  more  than  twenty-two  per  centum,  and 
did  contain  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  less  than  forty-six  per  centum,  and 
did  contain  total  arsenic,  expressed  as  metallic,  in  a  proportion  less  than 
twenty-nine  and  eight-tenths  per  centum ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements, 
to  wit,  "  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium  For  Spraying  and  Dust- 
ing *  *  *  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium  can  be  highly 
recommended  for  use  on  potatoes,  tomatoes  and  other  truck  crops.  From  one  to 
one  and  one-half  pounds  to  50  gallons  of  water  will  be  effective  in  the  control  of 
the  potato  bug  and  other  leaf-eating  and  chewing  insects.  *  *  *  Glidden 
Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium  can  be  used  just  as  it  comes  from  the 
package  for  dry  dusting,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  con- 
taining the  article,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  on  the  said  labels,  would 
be  effective  against  all  kinds  of  leaf-eating  and  leaf-chewing  insects  which  at- 
tack or  infest  potato  plants,  tomato  plants,  and  all  kinds  of  truck  crops,  and 
would  not  cause  injury  to  the  plants  of  any  such  truck  crops ;  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against 
all  kinds  of  leaf-eating  or  leaf-chewing  insects  which  attack  or  infest  potato 
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plants  or  tomato  plants,  or  all  kinds  of  truck  crops,  and  it  would  cause  injury 
to  the  plants  of  certain  kinds  of  truck  crops ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements, 
to  wit,  "  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium  For  Spraying  and  Dust- 
ing. *  *  *  Apples,  Pears  and  Seed  Fruits — From  \  to  \  pounds  to  50  gal- 
lons of  water  will  give  splendid  results.  *  *  *  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Ar- 
senate of  Calcium  can  be  used  just  as  it  comes  from  the  package  for  dry  dust- 
ing. Write  us  for  complete  literature,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  pack- 
ages containing  the  article  did  represent  that  the  article,  when  prepared,  used 
and  applied  as  directed,  could  not  cause  injury  to  apple  trees,  pear  trees,  or  any 
kind  of  other  seed-bearing  fruit  trees;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  ar- 
ticle, when  used  as  directed,  would  cause  injury  to  the  foliage  of  apple  trees, 
pear  trees  and  certain  kinds  of  other  seed-bearing  fruit  trees ;  and  in  this,  that 
the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium  For 
Spraying  and  Dusting.  *  *  *  Shade  Trees,  Shrubbery,  Etc. — From  1  to  2 
pounds  to  50  gallons  of  water  will  effectively  control  most  leaf-eating  insects. 
*  *  *  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium  can  be  used  just  as  it 
comes  from  the  package  for  dry  dusting.  Write  us  for  complete  literature," 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article,  represented 
that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  cause  injury  to  the  foliage  of 
any  kind  of  shade  trees  or  shrubbery ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  cause  injury  to  the  foliage  of  certain  kinds  of 
shade  trees  and  shrubbery. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  for  the  reason  that  the  words 
and  figures,  to  wit,  "Arsenic  in  water-soluble  form  (as  metallic)  (not  more 
than)  1.0%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  forty-six,  more  or  less,  of  the  pack- 
ages containing  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  said 
words  and  figures,  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  said  words  and  figures  represented  that  the  ar- 
ticle did  contain  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form,  equivalent  to  and  expressed  as 
metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  not  greater  than  one  per  centum :  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  contain  arsenic  in  water  soluble  form, 
equivalent  to  and  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  greater  than 
one  per  centum. 

On  June  27,  1921,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  in- 
formation, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

C.  W.  Pugs  ley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

781.  Misbranding  of  "  Carbola."     United  States  v.  05  packascs  of  Carl>oln. 

Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  & 

F.  No.  929.    S.  No.  88.) 

On  September  13,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  of  95  packages  of  Carbola.  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the 
article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  July  2G.  1920.  by  the  Carbola  Chemical 
Company,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  from  the  State  of  New  York,  into  the  State  of  New 
Jersey,  and  that  having  been  transported,  it  remained  unsold  at  the  city  of 
Newark,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  and  that  it  was  a  misbranded  insecticide 
and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  rot-tain  statements 
borne  on  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  wore  false  and  misleading,  and  that  by 
reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  t<>  de- 
ceive and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  such  statements  did  represent  that  the 
article,  when  prepared  and  applied  in  and  to  stables,  cellars,  factories,  poultry 
houses,  hog  pens,  creameries,  dog  kennels,  rabbit  hutches,  dairies,  garages,  ware- 
houses, fori  outbuildings,  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion as  directed  by  such  statements,  would  kill  all  kinds  of  germs  in  and  about 
such  buildings  and  places,  and  would  prevent  the  introduction  and  spread  of  all 
contagious  diseases  that  might  arise  or  originate  in  or  about  such  buildings 
and  places,  and  which  affect  fowls,  animals,  or  human  beings;  and  would  be 
effective  against  lice,  mites,  and  all  other  kinds  of  parasitic  Insects  in  and  about 
such  buildings  and  places,  and  would  be  effective  against  all  eggs  of  flies  and 
all  nits  of  such  parasitic  insects;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  when 
prepared  and  applied  as  recommended  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages 
containing  the  article  would  not  kill  all  kinds  of  germs  in  and  about  such  build- 
ings and  places,  would  not  prevent  the  introduction  or  spread  of  all  contagious 
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diseases  that  might  arise  or  originate  in  or  about  such  buildings  and  places  and 
which  affect  fowls,  animals,  or  human  beings,  and  would  not  be  effective  against 
lice,  mites,  or  other  kinds  of  parasitic  insects  in  and  about  such  buildings 
and  places,  and  would  not  be  effective  against  the  eggs  of  flies  and  the  nits  of 
such  parasitic  insects. 

On  July  11,  1921,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  goods,  judgment  of 
condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court  that 
the  goods  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

C.  W.  Pugsley, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

782.  Misbranding'  of  "  Carbola."    United  States  v.  80  packages  of  Carbola. 

Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  &  F. 

959.    S.  No.  91.) 

On  March  11,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Connecticut, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  condemnation  and  for- 
feiture of  80  packages  of  "  Carbola."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article 
had  been  shipped  by  the  Carbola  Chemical  Company,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  on  or 
about  August  12,  1920,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Connecticut, 
and  that  having  been  so  transported,  it  remained  unsold  at  Hartford,  Conn., 
and  that  it  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  certain  statements 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article  were  false  and 
misleading  and  that  by  reason  of  such  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  statements  did 
represent  that  the  article,  when  prepared  and  applied  in  and  to  stables,  cellars, 
factories,  poultry  houses,  hog  pens,  creameries,  dog  kennels,  rabbit  hutches, 
dairies,  garages,  warehouses  and  outbuildings,  in  the  method  and  manner  and 
in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed  by  the  statements  borne  on  the  labels, 
would  kill  all  kinds  of  germs  in  and  about  such  buildings  and  places,  and  would 
prevent  the  introduction  and  spread  of  all  contagious  diseases  that  might  arise 
or  originate  in  and  about  such  buildings  and  places,  and  which  attack  fowls, 
animals  or  human  beings ;]  that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  lice,  mites, 
and  all  other  kinds  of  parasitic  insects  in  and  about  such  buildings  and  places, 
and  would  be  effective  against  the  eggs  of  flies  and  all  nits  of  such  parasitic 
insects;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  prepared  and  when 
applied  in  and  to  such  buildings  and  places  as  directed  by  the  labels  would  not 
kill  all  kinds  of  germs  in  and  about  such  buildings  and  places,  would  not  prevent 
the  introduction  or  spread  of  all  contagious  diseases  that  might  arise  or  originate 
in  or  about  such  buildings  and  places,  and  which  attack  fowls,  animals  or 
human  beings,  and  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  lice,  mites,  or  all 
other  kinds  of  parasitic  insects  in  and  about  such  buildings  and  places,  or  against 
the  eggs  of  flies  or  the  nits  of  such  parasitic  insects. 

On  July  23,  1921,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  goods,  judgment  of 
condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court  that 
the  goods  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

C.  W.  Pugsley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

783.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Liquor  Cresolis  (Compound)  Solu- 

ble." United  States  v.  Schranini-Johuson,  Drugs.  Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine,  $50.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1011.    Dom.  No.  15405.) 

On  August  22,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Utah, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against 
Schramm-Johnson,  Drugs,  a  corporation,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  the  defendant,  on  or  about  September  3,  1919,  from  the  State  of 
Utah  into  the  State  of  Nevada,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  a 
number  of  bottles  labeled,  "Liquor  Cresolis  (Compound)  Soluble,"  which  was 
an  adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide,  within  the  meaning  of  the  insecti- 
cide act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  words,  to  wit,  "Liquor  Cresolis  (Compound),"  borne  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  purported  that  the  standard  and 
quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the 
substances  and  ingredients  contained  in  the  article  were  the  quantities  and 
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proportions  of  the  substances  and  Ingred'ents  contained  in  the  article  sold 
and  recognized  in  commerce  as  "Liquor  Cresolis  Compositus.  U,  S.  l\.  " 
whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed 
standard  and  quality  under  wlr'ch  t  was  sold  in  that  the  quantities  and  pro- 
portions of  the  substances  and  ingredients  contained  in  the  article  were  not 
the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingredients  contained  in 
the  article  sold  and  recognized  in  commerce  as  "Liquor  Oresolis  Compositus, 
V.  s.  p.  " 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  words,  to  wit. 
"Liquor  Cresol's  (Compound))"  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  i<>  the 
bottles  containing  the  art?cles  were  1'alse  and  misleading  and  that  by  reason 
<>f  the  said  words  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  SO  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  said  words  represented,  purported,  and 
professed  that  the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingre- 
dients contained  in  the  article  were  the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the 
substances  and  ingredients  contained  in  the  article  sold  and  recognized  in 
commerce  as  "Liquor  Oresolis  Compositus,  V.  s.  P.."  whereas,  m  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingredients  con- 
tained in  the  article  were  not  the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances 
and  ingredients  contained  in  the  article  sold  and  recognized  in  commerce  as 
"  l/quor  Cresolis  Compositus,  U.  S.  P.  " 

Misbranding  of  the  article  Was  alleged  further  for  the  reason  that  the 
statements,  to  wit.  "For  the  disinfectant  of  *  *  *  drains,  etc..  use  2 
teaspoonfuls  in  a  p  ut  of  water  *  *  *  ,  "  *  *  *  "  For  *  *  *  insect 
bites  and  stings,  skin  eruptions  *  *  *  use  1  teaspoonful  to  a  p'ni  of 
water  *  *  borne  on  the  labels  aftixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the 
articles  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser, 
in  that  the  said  statements  represented  and  professed  that  the  article,  when 
used  as  directed,  would  disinfect  drains  and  would  be  effective  in  all  cases  of 
insect  hires  and  stings  and  in  all  cases  of  skin  eruptions:  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  drains  and 
would  not  be  effective  in  .-ill  e;ises  of  insect  bites  an.l  stints  or  in  all  <  ;i<es  of 
skin  eruptions. 

Misbranding  Of  the  article  was  alleged  further  for  the  reason  that  if  con- 
sisted partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit.  water,  which  said  inert  substance 
does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  per- 
centage amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  so  present  in  the  article  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed 
to  each  or  any  of  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name 
and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance,  were  the  names  and  por- 
centage  amounts  of  each  and  every  substance  and  ingredient  of  the  article 
conta'ning  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  siilv 
stances  or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly 
on  ea<  h  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  bottles  con- 
taining the  article. 

On  August  22,  1021.  the  defendants  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  tine  of  s.~ti>. 

C.  W.  PUGS]  BY, 

Voting  Secretory  of  igriculture. 

784.  Adulteration  anil  misbranding;  of  "  Hits-It."  United  si.-jtrs  >.  Samuel 
II.  Peldman,  Runln  Golob  i> ml  BSUIm  Goldman,  trading;  as  John  Le- 
croy  and  son.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine  tfi.v    (I.  &  t\  No   1028     Dom  No 

L5963.  i 

(Hi  June  X.  prjl.  the  United  Stales  attorney  for  the  l>istri<-t  of  Ncv  Jersey, 
acting  upon  a  repor   hy  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the  District  court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  auainst  Samuel  II.  lVM 
man.  Kuhin  Golob,  and  Bills  Cohlman.  trading  and  doing  business  under  the 

name  and  style  of  John  Lecroy  and  Son.  and  having  a  place  of  business  at 

Camden.  X.  .1..  alleging  the  shipment  hy  the  defendants,  on  or  abOllI  June  .*». 

1920,  from  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  into  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quantity 
of  an  article  contained  in  1,440  cans,  labeled  "Hits-it."  which  was  an  adulter- 
ated and  mishrnndod  Insecticide  and  fungicide,  within  the  meaning  of  the  In- 
secticide act  of  1010. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  (let  the  article 
was  Intended  for  use  on  vegetation,  and  the  article  did  contain  a  suhsiance.  or 
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substances,  which  would  be  injurious  to  vegetation  when  used  and  applied 
thereto  as  directed  by  statements  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the.  packages. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the.  labels  on  the  cans  and 
shipping  cases  bore  statements'  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  "deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  words,  to  wit,  "  Kills  *  *  * 
plant  lice,  etc.,"  borne,  on  the  labels,  affixed  to  the  cans  and  shipping  cases, 
indicate  and  purport  that  the  article  could  be  used  safely  on  plants  for  the 
control  of  plant  lice  and  all  other  insects  that  might  be  included  under  the  ab- 
breviation "  etc.,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  could  not  be  used 
safely  on  plants  for  the  control  of  such  insects;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements, 
to  wit,  "  Kills  *  *  *  Disease  Germs  *  *  *  Hits-It  is  a  valuable  house- 
hold disinfectant  *  *  *  Efficient  for  disinfecting  *  *  *  stables,  hener- 
ies,  kennels,  laboratories,  etc.,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  and  ship- 
ping cases  containing  the  article  did  represent  and  profess  that  the  article,  when 
used  as  directed,  would  kill  all  disease  germs,  would  be  a  valuable  household 
disinfectant  and  would  be  efficient  for  disinfecting  stables,  henneries,  kennels, 
laboratories,  etc.,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  as  di- 
rected, would  not  kill  all  disease  germs,  would  not  be  a  valuable  household 
disinfectant,  and  would  not  be  efficient  for  disinfecting  stables,  henneries,  ken- 
nels, laboratories,  etc. ;  and  in  this,  that  the.  statements,  to  wit,  "  Destroys  in- 
sects *  *  *  frequently  repeated  applications  of  Hits-It  by  injecting  it  into 
the  cracks  and  crevices  will  keep  your  house  clean  and  free  from  all  vermin," 
borne  on  the  labels,  affixed  to  the  cans  and  shipping  cases  containing  the  article, 
did  represent  and  profess  that  the  article  when  used  as  directed  would  be  an 
effective  remedy  against  all  insects  and  all  vermin,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy 
against  all  insects  and  all  vermin ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 
"  Y'll  never  have  any  bugs  around  the  house  when  you  are  supplied  with  a  can 
of  Hits-It.  The  best  bug  killer  it  kills  bugs,  their  eggs,  and  keeps  insects 
away,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  did  repre- 
sent and  profess  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  he  an  effective 
remedy  against  all  bugs  and  their  eggs,  and  would  keep  all  insects  away,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  an  effective 
remedy  against  all  bugs  and  their  eggs,  and  would  not  keep  all  insects  away. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  (1)  in  that  the  statements 
borne  on  display  cards  packed  and  shipped  with  the  article  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Kill  them  all  with 
'  Hits-It '  and  You'll  have  no  more  bug  pests  around  the  house  to  trouble  you 
*  *  *.  '  Hits-It '  makes  quick  work  of  bed  bugs,  roaches,  water  bugs,  etc." 
borne  on  each  of  the  display  cards  packed  and  shipped  with  the  article,  did 
represent  and  profess  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  was  an  effective 
remedy  against  all  insects  and  against  all  bug  pests  around  the.  house  and  against 
all  insects  that  might  be  included  under  the  abbreviation  "  etc.,"  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  an  effective 
remedy  against  insects. 

On  June  3,  1922,  the  defendants  pleaded  guilty  to  the  information,  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $15. 

C.  W.  Pugsley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

785.  Adulteration  and  misbranding-  of  "  Milton."  United  States  v.  31,236 
Bottles  of  "  Milton."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture 
and  destruction.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1032.    S.  No.  103.) 

On  April  8,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  a  libel  praying  con- 
demnation and  forfeiture  of  31,236  bottles  of  "  Milton."  It  was  alleged  in 
the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  June  18,  June  23, 
July  1,  July  8,  and  July  21,  1920,  by  Alex.  D.  Shaw  Company,  New  York.  N. 
Y.,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Missouri,  and  that  having 
been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold  at  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  and  that  it  was 
an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
statement,  to  wit,  "  Sodium  Hypochlorite  .94%,"  borne  on  certain  of  the  bottles 
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containing  the  article  did  purport  and  profess  that  the  standard  and  quality 
of  the  article  contained  in  certain  of  the  bottles  were  such  that  the  article 
did  contain  sodium  hypochlorite  in  the  proportion  of  0.94  per  centum ;  whereas, 
the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and 
quality,  in  that  the  article  in  certain  of  the  said  bottles  did  contain  sodium 
hypochlorite  in  a  proportion  less  than  0.94  per  centum. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  statement,  to 
wit,  "  Sodium  Hypochlorite  2.3%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  certain  of 
the  said  bottles  did  purport  and  represent  that  the  standard  and  quality  of 
the  article  were  such  that  the  article  did  contain  sodium  hypochlorite  in  the 
proportion  of  2.3  per  centum ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that  the  article  in  certain 
of  the  said  bottles  did  contain  sodium  hypochlorite  in  a  proportion  less  than 
2.3  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  the  statement, 
to  wit,  "  Sodium  Hypochlorite  .94%,"  borne  on  certain  of  the  bottles  contain- 
ing the  article  was  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement 
the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser, 
in  that  said  statement  represented  that  the  article  in  certain  of  the  said  bottles 
did  contain  sodium  hypochlorite  in  the  proportion  of  0.94%,  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article  in  certain  of  the  said  bottles  did  contain  sodium 
hypochlorite  in  a  proportion  less  than  0.94%.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
alleged  further  in  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Sodium  Hypochlorite  2.3%," 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  certain  of  the  said  bottles,  was  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  by  reason  of  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  said  statement  repre- 
sented that  the  article  in  certain  of  the  said  bottles  did  contain  sodium 
hypochlorite  in  .  the  proportion  of  2.3%;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article  in  certain  of  the  said  bottles  did  contain  sodium  hypochlorite  in  a 
proportion  less  than  2.3%. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  for  the  reason  that  the  state- 
ments, to  wit,  "  For  Drinking  Water  4  Drops  in  1  Quart ;  For  Mouthwash. 
Gargle,  etc.  \  teaspoon  in  1  Tumbler;  For  Dentifrice  and  False  Teeth  \  Tea- 
spoon in  1  Tumbler;  For  Nasal  Douche,  Spray  or  Atomizer  *  Teaspoon  in  1 
Tumbler;  For  Cuts  and  Wounds  1  Teaspoon  in  1  Tumbler;"  borne  on  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  article  were  false  and  misleading, 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so 
as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  said  statements  repre- 
sented that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  disinfect  water  for 
drinking  purposes,  and  would  disinfect  the  mouth,  throat,  teeth,  false  teeth, 
nose,  cuts  and  wounds;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used 
as  directed,  wuld  not  disinfect  water  for  drinking  purposes,  and  would  not 
disinfect  the  mouth,  throat,  teeth,  false  teeth,  nose,  cuts  or  wounds. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  (1)  in  that  the  booklets 
packed  and  shipped  with  the  article  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  statements 
regarding  the  article  borne  in  the  said  booklets,  to  wit,  44  Milton  *  *  *  It 
embodies  in  a  safe  and  stable  form  one  of  the  most  active  and  useful  agents 
known  to  science  *  *  *  and  is  a  powerful  disinfecting  *  ¥  *  agent  for 
the  destruction  of  bacteria  and  the  germs  of  disease  *  *  *  Milton  when  used 
as  a  garble  will  effectively  destroy  the  disease  germs  present  in  the  saliva  and 
other  fluids  of  the  throat.  *  *  *  Use  Milton  as  a  gargle  *  to  1  teaspoonful 
of  Milton  to  a  tumbler  of  tepid  water.    *    *    *    As  a  Nasal  Douche  or  Spray. 

*  *  *  Use  4  to  1  teaspoonful  of  Milton  in  a  glass  of  slightly  tepid  or  warm 
water.  *  *  "*  The  conscientious  use  of  Milton  as  a  nasal  spray  and  gargle, 
after  exposure  to  contagion  such  as  frequently  occurs  in  crowded,  poorly  ven- 
tilated cars,  theatres,  etc..  is  an  excellent  precautionary  measure  and  one 
which  should  not  be  neglected.    *    *    *    As  a  Mouthwash  and  Dentifrice 

*  *  *  It  is  an  excellent  cleanser,  removing  and  d'sinfecting  minute  de- 
jvosits  of  food  and  other  decaying  materia]  which  cannot  be  reached  by  the 
toothbrush.  It  will  clean  pus  pockets  *  *  *.  A  weak  solution  of  Milton 
(about  \  teaspoonful  to  a  tumbler  of  cold  or  tepid  water,  not  hot)  should  be 
used  at  least  twice  daily.  *  *  *  Disinfecting  Toothbrushes  *  *  *  Mil- 
ton does  not  injure  the  bristles,  but  it  kills  the  germs  they  always  contain. 
After  cleaning  the  teeth  with  m  solution  of  Milton  (see  No.  3)  soak  the  brush 
for  10  minutes,  or  longer,  in  a  glass  of  cold  water  to  which  a  teaspoonful  of 
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Milton  has  been  added.  *  *  *  Milton  should  be  used  immediately  upon 
all  cuts,  wounds  or  abrasions.  It  will  cleanse  and  disinfect  the  wound,  prevent 
dangerous  infection  *  *  *  in  Ordinary  cases  use  1  teaspoonful  Milton  to 
a  tumbler  of  cold  or  tepid  water.  Wash  freely  *  *  *  Insect  Bites  and 
Stings,  *  *  *  Hands-Disinfecting.  A  solution  of  1  in  40  (a  tablespoonful 
of  Milton  to  a  pint  of  water)  will  effectively  disinfect  the  hands.  *  *  * 
Baths  *  *  *  It  is  soothing  to  any  rash  or  skin  irritation  *  *  *.  In 
case  of  stubborn  skin  troubles,  add  about  i  pint  Milton  to  3  gallons  of  water 

*  *  *  For  Drinking  Water:  Milton  will  quickly  and  effectively  disinfect 
drinking  water  and  render  it  safe  *  *  *  For  ordinary  water,  1  Part  Milton 
to  5,000  parts  water  is  quite  sufficient  (say  4  to  5  drops  in  1  quart).  One  drop 
of  Milton  in  a  tumbler  of  strange  water  while  traveling,  will  render  the  water 
safe.  For  badly  poluted  water,  1  part  Milton  to  1,000  parts  cold  water  could 
be  used.    *    *    *    Water  Tanks,  Rain  Barrels,  Etc.,  Milton  is  excellent  for 

*  *  *  disinfecting  the  water  for  either  human  or  animal  use.  *  *  * 
Where  it  is  desired  to  disinfect  or  deodorize  water  for  drinking  purposes,  add 
I  to  1  teaspoonful  to  each  eight  gallons  of  water.  *  *  *  Feeding  Bottles — ■ 
Cleansing  and  Disinfecting;  *  *  *  Use  3  teaspoonfuls  of  Milton  to  1  pint 
of  water.  Milton  not  only  is  a  powerful  germicide  thus  disinfecting  and  ren- 
dering safe  the  feeding  bottles,  but  *  *  *  Dirty  bottles  should  be  first 
washed  with  Milton  and  then  rinsed  in  a  fresh  solution  of  Milton  in  order  to 
insure  thorough  disinfection.  *  *  *  For  Milk  Bottles,  Other  Containers 
and  Apparatus ;  *  *  *  Milton  is  ideal  for  disinfecting  and  cleansing  all 
receptacles  and  apparatus  in  which  milk  is  used.  In  the  case  of  dirty  bottles, 
however,  a  second  rinsing  with  Milton  should  be  given  to  insure  thorough  dis- 
infection. *  *  *  For  milk  bottles  or  bowls  use  1  part  Milton  to  60  parts 
water  (1  teaspoonful  Milton  to  each  i  pint  water  or  in  proportion)  *  *  * 
For  Dairies :  *  *  *  For  cleansing  and  effectively  disinfecting  milk  *  *  * 
bowls,  milk  bottles  *  *  *  see  Directions  under  No.  25  *  *  *  For  bad 
smells,  see  Directions  under  No.  36.  *  *  *  Flies :  Flies  carry  bacteria  on 
feet  and  legs  and  also  disseminate  disease  through  their  droppings.  They 
breed  in  and  infest  masses  of  filthy  and  decomposing  materials.  A  through 
use  of  Milton  in  all  places  where  flies  may  gain  access,  prevents  the  develop- 
ment of  their  breeding  places.  The  treatment  of  manure  piles,  garbage  re- 
ceptacles, earth  closets,  living  rooms,  bed  rooms,  etc.,  with  Milton  will  aid 
materially  in  eliminating  the  flies  and  will  prevent  their  carrying  infection. 
To  prevent  the  breeding  of  flies,  thoroughly  soak  all  piles  of  manure,  garbage, 
etc.,  with  a  mixture  of  1  part  Milton  to  10  parts  water  (2  tumblers  Milton  to 
each  gallon  of  cold  water)  and  use  in  sufficient  quantity  to  permit  of  its 
soaking  down  several  inches,  *  *  *  Bed-Bugs :  *  *  *  Milton  kills 
them  like  magic.  Use  a  spray  ;  any  form  of  garden  spray  or  toilet  spray  is 
suitable.  Use  4  tablespoonfuls  of  Milton  to  each  pint  of  cold  water,  or  in  pro- 
portion. *  *  *  The  first  treatment  may  not  reach  some  of  the  eggs  *  *  * 
Therefore,  careful  and  regular  treatment  daily  for  a  week  is  desirable  to 
insure  complete  success.  *  *  *  For  Toilets,  Urinals,  Bedpans,  etc.  *  *  * 
It  is  a  strong  and  powerful  germicide.  *  *  *  As  a  Deodorant :  *  *  * 
It  destroys  practically  all  bad  smells  completely  *  *  *  Wounds  and  In- 
fected Sores  in  Animals :  Use  Milton  at  dilution  of  1  part  Milton  to  40  parts 
water  (1  tablespoonful  Milton  to  each  pint  water)  *  *  *  For  Stables, 
Cow-Barns,  Kennels,  Poultry  Houses,  Etc.,  Milton  is  of  great  value  in  stables, 
cow-barns,  kennels,  poultry  houses,  etc.,  for  *  *  *  disinfecting.  A  thor- 
ough use  of  Milton  in  such  places  is  essential  to  proper  sanitation  and  an  ex- 
cellent precaution  against  epidemics  among  the  animals  or  fowls.  In  applying 
Milton,  the  quarters  should  first  be  cleansed  in  the  ordinary  way  and  then 
sprayed  or  sprinkled  with  Milton.  *  *  *  Use  in  proportion  of  1  part  Milton 
to  25  parts  water  (3  tablespoonfuls  to  one  quart  of  water)  *  *  *  Cock- 
roaches   *    *    *    Milton  is  very  useful  in  the  eradication  of  cockroaches 

*  *  *  For  Dogs  and  Cats :  Milton  is  an  ideal  antiseptic  for  the  treatment 
0f  *  *  *  many  types  of  vermin  in  dogs  and  cats,  Milton  will  completely 
eradicate  many  forms  of  vermin  from  animals  *  *  *  Milton  is  of  great 
value  in  stables,  cow-barns,  kennels,  poultry  houses,  etc.  for  eradicating  certain 
forms  of  vermin  *  *  * ; "  did  represent  that  the  article,  when  used  as 
directed,  did  embody  an  agent  that  wTas  stable  and  an  agent  that  is  one  of 
the  most  active  and  useful  known  to  science  and  that  the  article  was  a  power- 
ful disinfecting  agent  and  would  destroy  all  bacteria  and  germs  of  all  diseases 
under  practical  conditions  of  application;  would  effectively  destroy  all  dis- 
ease germs  present  in  the  saliva  and  other  fluids  of  the  throat;  would  be  an 
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excellent  precautionary  measure  againsl  contagion;  would  disinfect  minute  de- 
posits of  food  ;uid  other  decaying  material  in  (lie  mouth  and  would  cleanse 
pus  pockets  iii  the  month  :  would  disinfect  toothbrushes  and  would  kill  all  the 
germs  on  its  bristles;  would  disinfect  cuts,  wounds,  abrasions,  and  would  pre- 
vent dangerous  infection  of  such  cuts,  wounds,  and  abrasions;  would  he 
effective  in  cases  of  all  insect  hites  and  stings;  would  effeetively  disinfect 
the  hands:  would  he  soothing  in  cases  of  all  rash  or  skin  irritation  and 
would  he  effective  in  cases  of  all  stubborn  skin  troubles;  would  disinfect 
drinking  water  and  would  render  it  safe  for  drinking  purposes;  would 
disinfect  feeding  bottles;  would  disinfect  milk  bottles  and  milk  howls  and 
would  he  effective  against  all  had  smells  in  dairies;  would  he  effective 
in  preventing  the  breeding  of  hies;  would  he  effective  against  bedbugs; 
would  he  a  strong  and  powerful  germicide  for  toilets,  urinals,  bedpans,  etc.. 
and  would  destroy  practically  all  had  smells  completely:  would  he  effective 
in  the  treatment  of  wounds  and  infected  sores  in  animals:  would  disinfect 
Stables,  cow  barns,  kennels,  and  poultry  houses,  and  would  he  an  excellent 
precaution  against  epidemics  among  animals  or  fowls:  would  he  an  effective 
remedy  against  cockroaches  and  against  many  types  of  vermin  in  dogs  and 
cats  and  againsl  many  forms  of  vermin  on  animals  and  against  certain  forms 
of  vermin  usually  found  in  stables,  cow  barns,  kennels,  and  poultry  houses, 
etc.:  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  when  used  as  directed  the  article  did  not 
embody  an  agent  that  is  stahle  or  an  agent  that  is  one  of  the  most  active  and 
useful  known  to  science,  and  the  article  was  not  a  powerful  disinfecting  agent, 
and  it  would  not  destroy  all  bacteria  <>r  the  germs  of  all  diseases  under  prac- 
tical conditions  of  application;  would  not  effectively  destroy  all  disease  germs 
present  in  the  saliva  and  other  fluids  Of  the  throat:  would  not  he  an  excellent 
precautionary  measure  against  contagion:  would  not  disinfect  minute  deposits 
of  food  and  other  decaying  material  in  the  mouth  and  would  not  cleanse  pus 
pockets  in  the  mouth:  would  not  disinfect  toothbrushes  and  would  not  kill  all 
the  germs  on  it<  bristles;  would  not  disinfect  cuts,  wounds,  or  abrasions  and 
would  not  prevent  dangerous  infection  of  such  cuts,  wounds,  or  abrasions ; 
WOUld  not  he  effective  in  cases  of  all  insect  hites  and  stings;  would  not  effec- 
tively disinfect  the  hands;  would  not  he  soothing  in  cases  of  all  rash  or  skin 
irritation  and  would  not  he  effective  in  cases  of  all  stubborn  skin  troubles; 
would  not  disinfect  drinking  water  and  would  not  render  it  safe  for  drinking 
purposes;  would  not  disinfect  water  for  drinking  purposes;  would  not  disin- 
fect feeding  bottles;  would  not  disinfect  milk  bottles  and  milk  howls  and 
would  not  he  effective  against  all  bad  smells  in  dairies;  would  not  he  effective 
in  preventing  the  breeding  of  flies:  would  not  he  effective  against  bedbugs; 
would  not  he  a  strong  and  powerful  germicide  for  toilets,  urinals,  bedpans, 
etc.  :  would  not  he  effective  in  the  treatment  of  wounds  and  infected  sores  in 
animals;  would  not  disinfect  stables,  cow  barns,  kennels,  and  poultry  houses 
and  would  not  prevent  epidemics  among  the  animals  or  fowls:  and  would  not 
he  an  effective  remedy  against  cockroaches  or  against  many  types  of  vermin 
in  dogs  or  cats  or  against  many  forms  of  vermin  on  animals  or  against  certain 
forms  of  vermin  usually  found  in  stables,  cow  harns.  kennels,  poultry  houses, 

etc. 

Misbranding  of  the  articles  was  alleged  further  Mi  in  that  the  labels  on  cer- 
tain of  said  bottles  containing  the  article  hole  statements  which  were  false  and 

misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 

and  mislead  the  purchaser:     In  this,  that  the  Statements,  to  wit.  "For  Air 

Cleansing  l  Tablespoon  in  i  Tumbler;  for  Ply  Deposit  i  Tablespoon  in  1  Tum- 
bler; For  Body  Vermin  Full  Strength;  For  hedhu.urs  equal  parts  or  full  strength; 

For  had  smells  2  Tahlespoons  in  1  I'int  or  up  to  full  strength,  if  necessary;" 
home  on  the  labels  affixed  to  certain  of  the  bottles  Containing  the  article  did 
represent  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  cleanse  the  air.  would 
l»e  effective  against  all  deposits  of  Hies,  would  he  effective  againsl  nil  body 
vermin  and  against  bedbugs  and  all  had  smells:  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  WOUld  not  Cleanse  the  air.  would  not  he 

effective  against  all  deposits  of  Hies,  would  not  he  effective  against  all  bod} 
vermin  or  against  bedbugs  or  all  had  smells. 

<»n  July  18,  1921,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  goods,  the  conn  issued 

a  decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  and  ordered  that  the  goods  he  destroyed 

by  the  United  States  marshal. 

0.  W.  PUQSUtY, 

Acting  Secret&ry  of  Agricultnire. 
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786.  Misbranding-  of  "  Druminond's  White  Ply  Liquid."     United  States  v. 

Kansas   City  Tobacco  Products   Company.    Plea   of   g;uilty.  Pine, 

$10  and  costs.    (I.  &  F.  No.  1042.    Dom.  No.  15589.) 

On  June  29,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Kansas  City  Tobacco  Products  Company,  a  corporation,  Kansas  City,  Mo., 
alleging  the  shipment  by  the  defendant,  on  or  about  October  21,  1919,  from  the 
State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  New  York,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  con- 
tained in  six  cans,  labeled  "  Drummond's  White  Fly  Liquid,"  which  was  a  mis- 
branded  insecticide,  within  the  meaning  of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article  bore  statements  regarding  the 
article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the 
statements,  to  wit,  "  Drummond's  White  Fly  Liquid  *  *  *  For  Greenhouse 
White  Fly  and  Meal  Bug,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the 
article,  indicated,  purported,  and  represented  that  the  article  was  an  effective 
remedy  against  white  flies,  the  greenhouse  white  fly  and  mealy  bug ;  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was  not  an  effective  remedy  against  white  flies 
or  the  greenhouse  white  fly  or  the  mealy  bug ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements, 
to  wit,  "  Four  teaspoonfuls  Drummond's  White  Fly  Liquid  to  one  and  one-half 
gallons  of  water  makes  a  spray  solution  of  sufficient  strength  to  destroy  White 
Fly  on  Fuchsias,  Pelargoniums,  etc.,  and  Mealy  Bug  on  Coleus,  Vincas,  etc." 
*  *  *  "  One  spraying  with  Drummond's  White  Fly  Liquid  is  usually  suffi- 
cient for  plants  infested  with  White  Fly,  getting  all  the  live  ones.  But  in 
extreme  cases  two  sprayings  (24  hours  apart),  may  be  necessary.  Allowing  ten 
days  for  the  hatching  of  the  eggs  or  larvae,  it  is  advisable  to  spray  again  at 
that  time  to  rid  the  plants  completely  of  the  pests,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  did  represent  and  purport  that  the  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  was  an  effective  remedy  against  the  white  fly  and  mealy 
bug ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  was  not 
an  effective  remedy  against  the  white  fly  or  the  mealy  bug. 

On  July  1,  1921.  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and 
the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

C.  W.  PUGSLEY, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

7S7.  Adulteration  and  misbranding-  of  "  Sulco-V.  B."    U.  S.  v.  The  Cook 
and  Swan  Company.     Plea  of  guilty.     Pine,  $40.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1132. 

Dom.  Nos.  15473  and  16388.) 

On  July  19,  1922,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Cook  and  Swan  Company,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  shipments 
by  said  defendant  on  or  about  March  27,  1920,  and  May  17,  1920,  from  the 
State  of  New  York  into  the  States  of  Maryland  and  Massachusetts,  of  quan- 
tities of  "Sulco-V.  B.,"  which  were  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticides 
and  fungicides  within  the  meaning  of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article,  in  both  shipments,  was  alleged  in  the  information, 
in  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Fish  Oil  10%,  Crude  Carbolic  Acid  5%,  Alkali 
10%,  Inert  Ingredients  67%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing 
the  article,  did  purport  and  represent  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the 
article  were  such  that  it  did  contain  not  less  than  the  equivalent  of  10  per 
centum  of  fish  oil,  and  did  contain  crude  carbolic  acid  in  the  proportion  of  not 
less  than  5  per  centum,  and  did  contain  not  less  than  the  equivalent  of  10 
per  centum  of  alkali,  and  did  contain  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  sub- 
stances that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  the 
proportion  of  not  more  than  67  per  centum ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity 
of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it 
was  sold,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  contain  less  than  the 
equivalent  of  10  per  centum  of  fish  oil,  and  did  contain  crude  carbolic  acid  in 
a  proportion  less  than  5  per  centum,  and  did  contain  less  than  the  equivalent 
of  10  per  centum  of  alkali,  and  did  contain  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion 
greater  than  67  per,  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article,  in  both  shipments,  was  alleged,  in  that  the  state- 
ments, quoted  above,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  said  cans,  were  false  and 
misleading  and  by  reason  of  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
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so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  said  statements  repre- 
sented and  professed  that  the  article  did  contain  the  equivalent  of  not  less  than 
10  per  centum  of  fish  oil  and  did  contain  crude  carbolic  acid  in  the  proportion 
of  not  less  than  5  per  centum,  and  did  contain  not  less  than  the  equivalent 
of  ten  per  centum  of  alkali,  and  did  contain  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say, 
substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi, 
in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  67  per  centum ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  article  did  contain  less  than  the  equivalent  of  10  per  centum  of  fish 
oil,  and  did  contain  crude  carbolic  acid  in  a  proportion  less  than  5  per  centum, 
and  did  contain  less  than  the  equivalent  of  10  per  centum  of  alkali,  and  did 
contain  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  67  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article,  in  both  shipments,  was  alleged  further,  in  that 
the  statements,  to  wit,  w  Charles  Fremd's  Formula  Insecticide  Sulco-V.  B. 

*  *  *  Controls  Scale  Insects  and  Many  Species  of  Plant  Lice  and  Fungus 
Diseases  on  Trees  and  Tender  Plants,  Also  Lice,  Mites  and  Ticks  on  Poultry 
and  Animals.  *  *  *  For  Controlling  San  Jose  Scale  and  other  scale  in- 
sects, *  *  *  young  of  Pear  Psylla,  Aphis.  :;:  *  *  Red  Bug,  Pear  Thrips. 
White  Fly,  also  onion  thrips  *  *  *  Dilute  1  gallon  of  Sulco-Y.  B.  in  25 
gallons  of  water  *  *  *  Dilute  1  pint  of  Sulco-V.  B.  to  3  gallons  of  water 
in  compressed  air  sprayer  *  *  *.  If  infestation  of  scale  or  onion  thrips  is 
severe  repeat  in  one  week  in  order  to  be  sure  of  hitting  all  the  insects.  *  *  * 
For  controlling  celery  and  rose  thrips.  cabbage  and  cauliflower  lice,  *  * 
mealy  bug,  green  lice  on  rose  bushes,  rosey  aphis  on  fruit  trees,  etc.,  *  *  * 
mildew  *  *  *  on  *  *  *  roses  *  *  *  1  Pint  of  Sulco-V.  B.  in  3£  gal- 
lons of  water  *  *  *  p0r  more  complete  directions  see  Sulco-V.  B.  booklet. 
Success  demands  that  you  spray  thoroughly  and  continue  spraying  until  you 
have  freed  your  trees  and  plants  of  insect  pests  and  fungus  parasites.  *  *  * 
Sulco-V.  B.  Kills  Scale  Insects,  Fungus  Diseases.  Lice,  Thrips,  Ticks,  So  They 
Stay  Dead.  On  Trees,  Plants,  Poultry,  Animals.  Coddling  Moth  Spray  1 
Gallon  Sulco-V.  B. — 2  lbs.  high  grade  dry  lead  arsenate  or  4  lbs.  paste  lead 
arsenate  to  100  gallons  of  water.    For  smaller  sprayer  reduce  accordingly 

*  *  *  Cattle  Lice  1  in  20  repeat  in  one  week."  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to 
said  cans,  were  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser, 
in  that  the  said  statements  did  purport  and  represent  that  the  article,  when 
used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  all  scale  insects  and  many  species 
of  plant  lice  on  trees  and  tender  plants  and  against  mites  that  infest  poultry 
and  animals;  would  control  all  fungus  diseases  on  trees  and  tender  plants 
and  would  be  safe  and  efficient  as  a  spray  for  such  trees  and  plnnts ;  would 
be  effective  in  controlling  lice  and  all  types  and  varieties  of  ticks  on  animals : 
would  be  effective  against  San  Jose  scale  and  all  other  scale  insects,  young  of 
pear  psylla,  all  aphis,  red  bugs,  pear  thrips.  white  flies  and  all  scales  or  onion 
thrips ;  would  be  effective  against  celery  and  rose  thrips.  cabbage  and  cauli- 
flower lice,  mealy  bugs,  green  lice  on  rose  bushes,  rosey  aphis  on  fruit  trees, 
and  mildew  on  roses;  would  be  effective  against  all  insect  pests  and  fungus 
parasites  on  trees  and  plants;  would  be  effective  against  all  scale  insects, 
fungus  diseases,  lice,  thrips.  and  ticks  on  trees,  plants,  and  animals;  would  be 
a  safe  and  efficient  coddling  moth  spray;  and  would  be  effective  against  cattle 
lice;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would 
not  be  effective  against  the  various  insects  and  diseases  of  plants  and  animals 
as  stated  above. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  the  first  shipment  was  alleged,  in  that  the  state- 
ment, to  wit,  "  A  contact  insecticide  for  destroying  poultry    *    *    *  mites 

*  *  *  fleas  on  dogs,  etc,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  said  cans,  was 
false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchser,  in  that  the  said  state- 
ments purported  and  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would 
he  effective  against  poultry  mites,  fleas  on  dogs,  and  all  insects  indicated  by 
the  abbreviation  "etc.";  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used 
as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  poultry  mites,  fleas  on  dogs  or  all 
insects  indicated  by  the  abbreviation  "etc." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  the  second  shipment  was  alleged,  in  that  the 
statements,  to  wit,  "  Sulco-V.  B.  A  contact  insecticide  for  destroying  poultry 
and  cattle  lice,  mites,  sheep  ticks,  fleas  on  dogs,  etc.  Kills  The  Pests.  Heals  the 
AVounds,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  said  cans,  were  false  and  misleading 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  \va^  labeled  and  branded  so 
as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  said  statements  purported 
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and  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective 
against  poultry  mites  and  fleas  on  dogs ;  would  destroy  all  types  and  varieties  of 
lice  and  mites  that  infest  cattle ;  would  be  effective  against  all  other  insects 
indicated  by  the  abbreviation  "  etc." ;  and  would  heal  the  wounds ;  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective 
against  poultry  mites  or  fleas  on  clogs ;  would  not  destroy  all  types  and  varieties 
of  lice  or  mites  that  infest  cattle ;  would  not  be  effective  against  all  other 
insects  indicated  by  the  abbreviation  "  etc." ;  nor  would  it  heal  the  wounds. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  both  shipments  was  alleged  further,  in  that  the 
article  did  consist  partially  of  inert  substances,  that  is  to  say,  substances  other 
than  sodium  thiosulphate,  sodium  polysulphide,  soap  and  phenols,  which  said 
inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi, 
and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert 
substances  or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  said  article  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans 
containing  the  article;  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the 
said  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  said  article  having  insecticidal 
or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  or 
ingredients  so  present  in  the  said  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each 
or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans  containing  the  article. 

On  July  24,  1922,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  charges  contained  in  the  information 
having  been  entered  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $40. 

C.  W.  Pugsley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

788.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Smith's  Arsenate  of  Lead  Prod- 
ucts—Dry  Powdered."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture, 
and  destruction.     (I.  &  F.  No.  791.    S.  No.  73.) 

On  October  22,  1919,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New 
Hampshire,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  the  con- 
demnation and  forfeiture  of  1,252  cartons  of  "  Smith's  Arsenate  of  Lead  Prod- 
ucts— Dry  Powdered."  -  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been 
shipped  on  or  about  March  5,  1919,  by  H.  J.  Smith,  Utica,  N.  Y.,  from  the  State 
of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  New  Hampshire,  and  that  having  been  so  transported 
it  remained  unsold  and  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at  Manchester,  N.  H., 
and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  the  words  and 
statement,  to  wit,  "  Smith's  Arsenate  of  Lead  Products,"  borne  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  cartons  containing  the  article  purported  and  professed  that  the 
standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  those  of  arsenate  of  lead ;  whereas, 
the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and 
quality,  in  that  the  article  was  not  arsenate  of  lead  but  did  consist  partially  of 
substances  other  than  arsenate  of  lead,  to  wit,  calcium  arsenate,  lime,  mag- 
nesium oxide,  and  other  substances  and  compounds. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  words  and  state- 
ment, to  wit,  "  Smith's  Arsenate  of  Lead  Products,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  cartons  purported  and  professed  that  the  article  was  arsenate  of  lead; 
whereas,  the  article  was  not  arsenate  of  lead,  but  certain  substances  other  than 
arsenate  of  lead,  to  wit,  calcium  arsenate,  lime,  magnesium  oxide  and  other 
substances  and  compounds,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  arsenate  of  lead 
in  the  article. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that,  by  reason  of  the 
words  and  statements  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons,  to  wit.  "  This 
material  is  especially  manufactured  for  the  efficient  killing  of  all  leaf,  bud 
and  fruit  chewing  insects  that  infest  fruit  and  shade  trees  and  garden  crops. 
It  may  be  used  either  as  a  wet  spray,  or  as  a  dry  dust.  If  the  latter  method  is 
adopted,  the  material  may  be  used  just  as  it  comes  from  the  package.  When 
used  as  a  wet  spray,  pour  the  water  into  the  mixing  tank  first,  then  add  the 
powder,  and  stir  thoroughly.  For  ordinary  treatment  of  the  usual  insect  pests, 
use  2  to  4  pounds  of  the  insecticide  to  50  gallons  of  water,  spraying  as  fre- 
ojiently  as  may  be  necessary,"  the  article  was  intended  to  be  used  on  all  kinds 
of  fruit  trees  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as 
directed  by  said  words  and  statements ;  whereas,  the  article,  when  prepared 
and  used  on  certain  kinds  of  fruit  trees,  to  wit,  the  peach  and  the  Japanese 
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Ilium,  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed, 
would  cause  injury  to  said  fruit  trees,  to  wit,  the  peach  and  the  Japanese  plum. 

Misbranding  o£  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  the  invoice  covering  the 
-article  did  describe  the  article  as  "  arsenate  of  lead,"  which  said  words  did 
purport  and  profess  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  those 
of  arsenate  of  lead  :  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below 
the  professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that  the  article  was  not  arsenate  of 
lead,  but  it  did  consist  partially  of  substances  other  than  arsenate  of  lead, 
to  wit.  calcium  arsenate,  lime,  magnesium  oxide,  and  other  substances  and 
•compounds. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  words  and  state- 
ment, to  wit.  Smith's  Arsenate  of  Lead  Products,"  borne  on  the  labels  af- 
fixed to  the  cartons  were  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  said  words  and 
statement,  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  in  that  the  said  words  and  statement  did  represent  that  the 
article  was  arsenate  of  lead:  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was 
not  arsenate  of  lead,  but  it  did  consist  of  a  mixture  of  arsenate  of  lead  and 
substances  other  than  arsenate  of  lead,  to  wit.  calcium  arsenate,  lime,  mag- 
nesium oxide,  and  other  substances  and  compounds. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  for  the  reason  that  the  words 
and  statements,  to  wit..  "This  material  is  specially  manufactured  for  the  effi- 
cient killing  of  all  leaf,  bud.  ami  fruit  chewing  insects  that  infest  fruit  and 
shade  trees  and  garden  crops.  It  may  be  used  either  as  a  wet  spray,  or  as  a 
dry  dust.  If  the  latter  method  is  adopted,  the  material  may  be  used  just  as 
it  comes  from  the  package.  When  used  as  a  wet  spray,  pour  the  water  into 
the  mixing  tank  first,  then  add  the  powder,  and  stir  thoroughly.  For  ordinary 
treatment  of  the  usual  insect  nests,  use  2  to  4  pounds  of  the  insecticide  to  50 
gallons  of  water,  spraying  as  frequently  as  may  be  necessary."  borne  on  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  cartons  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the 
said  words  and  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  de- 
ceive and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  said  words  and  statements  did 
represent  that  the  article,  when  prepared  and  used  in  the  strength  and  propor- 
tion and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  be  efficient  for  killing 
all  leaf-chewing  insects,  all  bud-chewing  insects,  and  all  fruit-chewing  insects, 
and  all  usual  insect  pests  that  infest  fruit  trees,  shade  trees,  and  all  garden 
crops:  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  prepared  and  used  as 
directed,  would  not  be  efficient  for  killing  all  leaf-chewing  insects,  all  bud- 
chewing  insects,  all  fruit-chewing  insects,  or  all  usual  insect  pests  that  mtest 
fruit  trees  or  garden  crops. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  for  the  reason  that  the  invoice 
covering  the  article  did  designate  and  describe  the  article  as  "Arsenate  of 
Lead" -  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was  not  arsenate  of  lead, 
but  was  an  imitation  arsenate  of  lead,  and  was  offered  for  sale  under  the 
name  of  another  article,  to  wit.  arsenate  of  lead. 

On  June  "J(.>.  1922,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  goods,  judgment  Ol 
condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court  that 
the  produd  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

C.  W.  PUGSLEY, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

7sj>.  Adulteration   mid    misbranding   of  "  Hillside   Brand    Paris  Green." 
i.  S.  v.  Bristol-Myers  Company.    Plea  of  gmilty.    Fined,  (I.  A  l 

No.  S36.    Dom.  No.  14SG7.) 

(Mi  October  29,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  Of  Now 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  tin4  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  airainst  the 
Bristol-Myers  Company,  a  corporation,  West  Elizabeth,  N.  J.,  alleging  the  ship 
nient  by  said  company,  on  or  about  January  10,  1919.  from  the  State  of  New 
Jersey  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quantity  of  "Hillside  Brand  Paris 
Green,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  Paris  green,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  a  substance 
Other  than  Paris  green,  to  wit,  sodium  sulphate,  had  been  mixed  and  packed 
with  the  said  Paris  green  so  as  to  reduce  and  lower  Bud  injuriously  affect  the 
quality  and  strength  <>f  the  said  Paris  green. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  wms  alleged  in  that  the  words,  to  wit.  "  Paris 
Green,"  bome  Oil  each  of  the  kits  containing  the  article  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  by  reason  of  said  words  the  art'Cle  was  labeled  and  branded  so  Bfl 
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to  mislead  and  deceive  the  purchaser,  in  that  said  words  represented  that  the 
quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingredients  contained  in  the 
article  were  the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingredients 
contained  in  the  article  sold  and  recognized  in  commerce  as  pure  Paris  green ; 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  quantity  and  proportion  of  a  substance  and 
ingredient,  to  wit,  sodium  sulphate,  contained  in  the  article,  were  not  the  quan- 
tity and  proportion  of  sodium  sulphate  contained  in  the  article  sold  and  recog- 
nized in  commerce  as  pure  Paris  green,  but  the  article  did  contain  sodium  sul- 
phate in  a  quantity  and  proportion  in  excess  of  the  quantity  and  propor- 
tion of  sodium  sulphate  contained  in  the  article  sold  and  recognized  in  com- 
merce as  pure  Paris  green. 

On  October  24,  1921.  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered,  and 
the  court  imposed  a  flue  of  $5. 

C.  W.  PUGSLEY, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

790.  Adulteration    and    misbranding-    of    "  Hillside    Brand    Paris  Green," 
U.  S.  v.  Bristol-Myers  Company.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $5.     (I.  &  P. 

No.  901.    Doni.  No.  15013.) 

On  October  29,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Bristol-Myers  Company,  a  corporation,  West  Elizabeth,  N.  J.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  sa'd  company,  on  or  about  April  19,  1919,  from  the  State  of  New 
Jersey  into  the  State  of  Texas,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Hillside  Brand  Paris  Green," 
which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  Paris  green,  within  the  mean'ng 
of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  a  sub- 
stance other  than  Paris  green,  to  wit,  sodium  sulphate,  had  been  mixed  and 
packed  with  the  said  Paris  green  so  as  to  reduce  and  lower  and  injuriously 
affect  the  quality  and  strength  of  the  said  Paris  green. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  the  words,  to  wit,  "  Paris 
Green,"  borne  on  each  of  the  kits  containing  the  article,  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  by  reason  of  sa'd  words  the  article  was  labe'ed  and  branded  so 
as  to  mislead  and  deceive  the  purchaser,  in  that  said  words  represented  that, 
the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingred'ents  contained 
in  the  art'cle  were  the  quantities  and  proportons  of  the  substances  and  ingred- 
ients contained  in  the  article  sold  and  recognized  in  commerce  as  pure  Paris 
green ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  quantity  and  proportion  of  a  sub- 
stance and  ingredient,  to  wit.  sodium  sulphate,  contained  in  the  article,  were 
not  the  quantity  and  proportion  of  sodium  sulphate  contained  in  the  article 
sold  and  recognized  in  commerce  as  pure  Paris  green,  but  the  article  did 
contain  sodium  sulphate  in  a  quantity  and  proportion  in  excess  of  the  quan- 
tity and  proportion  of  sodium  sulphate  contained  in  the  article  sold  and  recog- 
nized in  commerce  as  pure  Paris  green. 

On  October  24.  1921,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered,  and 
the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

C.  W.  Pijgsley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

"791.  Adulteration    and    misbranding:    of    "Hillside    Brand    Paris  Green." 

U.  S.  v.  Bristol-Myers  Company.     Plea  of  ftrnilty.     Fine,  $5.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  902.    Doni.  No.  15025.) 

On  October  29,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jer- 
sey, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Bristol- 
Myers  Company,  a  corporation,  West  Elizabeth,  N.  J.,  alleging  the  shipment  by 
said  company,  on  or  about  June  28,  1919,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into 
the  State  of  Missouri,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Hillside  Brand  Paris  Green,"  which 
was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  Paris  green,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Aduleration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  a  substance 
•other  than  Paris  green,  to  wit.  sodium  sulphate,  had  been  mixed  and  packed 
with  the  said  Paris  ^reen  so  as  to  reduce  and  lower  and  injuriously  affect  the 
•quality  and  strength  of  the  said  Paris  green. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  the  wrords,  to  wit,  "Paris 
Oreen,"  borne  on  each  of  the  kits  containing  the  article  were  false  and  mislead- 
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ing.  and  by  reason  of  said  words  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
mislead  and  deceive  the  purchaser,  in  that  said  words  represented  that  the 
quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingredients  contained  in  the 
article  were  the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingredients  con- 
tained in  the  article  sold  and  recognized  in  commerce  as  pure  Paris  green  : 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  quantity  and  proportion  of  a  substance  and 
ingredient,  to  wit,  sodium  sulphate,  contained  in  the  article,  were  not  the  quan- 
tity and  proportion  of  sodium  sulphate  contained  in  the  article  sold  and  recog- 
nized in  commerce  as  pure  Paris  green,  but  the  article  did  contain  sodium  sul- 
phate in  a  quantity  and  proportion  in  excess  of  the  quantity  and  proportion  of 
sodium  sulphate  contained  in  the  article  sold  and  recognized  in  commerce  as  pure 
Paris  green. 

On  October  24,  1921,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered,  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

C.  W.  PUGSLEY, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

702.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Corona  Calcium  Arsenate."     I  .  S. 

v.  ;iO  drums  of  "  Corona  Calcium  Arsenate."  Default  decree  of  con- 
demnation, forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  &  W.  No.  910.    S.  No.  80.) 

On  July  26,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Louisiana,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  distrct  a  libel  praying  the  con- 
demnation and  forfeiture  of  30  drums  of  an  article  labeled  in  part  "  Corona 
Calcium  Arsenate  *  *  *  Corona  Chemical  Company.  Milwaukee,  Wis."  It 
was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  August  7 
and  August  9,  1919,  by  Feld  Brothers  &  Company,  Vicksburg.  Miss.,  from  the 
State  of  Mississippi  into  the  State  of  Louisiana,  and  that  having  been  so  trans- 
ported it  remained  unloaded,  unsold,  or  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at 
Mansford.  La.,  and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  the  statement,  to 
wit,  "  Corona  Calcium  Arsenate  For  Spraying  and  Dusting,"  borne  on  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  drums  containing  the  article  represented  that  the  article 
was  intended  to  be  used  as  a  spray  and  as  a  dust  on  vegetation;  whereas,  the 
article,  when  used  as  a  dust  on  certain  vegetation,  would  be  injurious  to  such 
vegetation. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statement,  to 
wit,  "Arsenate  (metallic)  in  water  soluble  form  not  more  than  17c"  borne 
on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  drums  was  false  and  misleading,  in  that  said  state- 
ment represented  that  the  article  did  contain  arsenic  in  water  soluble  forms, 
equivalent  to  and  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  not  mere  than 
1  per  centum;  whereas,  in  fact  and  truth,  the  article  did  contain  arsenic  in 
\\;iter  soluble  forms,  equivalent  to  and  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  pro- 
portion more  than  1  per  centum. 

On  October  4,  1921,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  goods,  judgment  of 
condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court  that 
the  product  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

C.  W.  Picsi  BY, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

798.  tdulter&tion    and    misbranding    of    Green    <  r«>s*  Sulpho-Arseamte 
Powder.    United  smics  v.  The  Kil-Tone  Company,    Flea  of  guilty. 

Pine,  $25.    (I.  &  F.  No.  044.    Dom.  No.  14307.) 

On  May  27,  1921,  the  United  St;ites  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  .Jersey, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Seeretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Kil-Tone  Com- 
pany, a  corporation,  Vineland.  N.  J.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  defendant,  on 
December  24,  191 X,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  Slate  of  Mississippi, 
of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  24  cans  labeled  "Green  Cross  Sulpho- 
Arsenate  Powder,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and 
fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  insecticide  act  of  1!U<>. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  tin'  reason 
that  the  statements  borne  on  the  label  afhxed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article, 
to  wit,  "Active  ingredients,  Sulphur — iS.50%,  inert  Ingredients  1—2%,"  pur- 
ported and  professed  that  the  standard  and  Quality  of  the  article 
were  such  that  the  article  did  contain  and  did  consist   of  active  ingrodi- 
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ents,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects 
or  fungi,  to  wit,  sulphur  in  the  proportion  of  48.50  per  centum,  and  that  the 
article  did  contain  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  a  proportion  not  greater  than 
2  per  centum ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the 
professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did 
contain  sulphur  in  a  proportion  less  than  48.50  per  centum,  and  did  contain 
inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  2  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
label  on  the  cans  containing  the  article  bore  statements  regarding  the  article 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  :  In  this,  that  the  words  and 
statements,  to  wit,  "  Active  Ingredients  sulphur — 48.50%,  inert  ingredients 
1—2%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article,  did 
represent  and  profess  that  the  article  did  contain  and  did  consist  of  sulphur  in 
the  proportion  of  48.50  per  centum,  and  did  contain  and  consist  of  inert  ingre- 
dients, that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  miti- 
gate insects  or  fungi,  in  a  proportion  not  greater  than  2  per  centum ;  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  contain  and  did  consist  of  sulphur  in  a 
proportion  less  than  48.50  per  centum,  and  did  contain  and  consist  of  inert  in- 
gredients in  a  proportion  greater  than  2  per  centum :  And  in  this,  that  the 
words  and  statements,  to  wit,  "  Sulpho-Arsenate  Powder  for  dusting.  A  com- 
bination of  lead-arsenate  and  superfine  sulphur,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  did  purport,  profess  and  represent  that  the 
article  did  consist  and  was  composed  completely  and  exclusively  of  lead  arse- 
nate and  sulphur ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  consist  and 
was  not  composed  completely  and  exclusively  of  lead  arsenate  and  sulphur,  but 
did  contain  and  did  consist  partially  of  substances  other  than  lead  arsenate 
and  sulphur. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially 
of  inert  substances,  to-wit,  substances  other  than  sulphur  and  lead  arsenate, 
which  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and 
every  one  of  the  inert  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans 
containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
the  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article,  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans 
containing  the  article. 

On  June  10,  1921,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

O.  W.  Pugsley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

794.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Moore  Bros.  Disto  Stock  Dip,"  or 
"  No.  1  Coal  Tar  Dip  and  Disinfectant."  U.  S.  v.  Eight  Cans  of 
"  Moore  Bros.  Disto  Stock:  Dip,"  or  "  No.  1  Coal  Tar  Dip  and  Disin- 
fectant." Defanlt  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruc- 
tion.    (I.  &  F.  No.  10G9.    S.  No.  112.) 

On  July  26,  1921,  the  United  Staf es  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  of  8  cans  of  "  Moore  Bros.  Disto  Stock  Dip,"  or  "  No.  1  Coal  Tar 
Dip  and  Disinfectant."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been 
shipped  on  or  about  June  2,  1921,  by  the  Chemical  Supply  Company,  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  New  York,  and  that  having  been 
so  transported  it  remained  unsold  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at  Albany, 
N.  Y.,  and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
words,  to  wit,  "No.  1  Coal  Tar  Dip  and  Disinfectant,"  borne  on  the  invoice 
rendered  by  the  Chemical  Supply  Company  and  covering  the  shipment  in  ques- 
tion, are  commonly  and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to, mean  and  to 
apply  to  a  substance  which  consists  completely  of  a  mixture  of  oils  derived  and 
produced  from  coal  tar,  and  phenols,  soap  and  water,  and  by  reason  of  a  common 
and  general  understanding  and  acceptance  of  said  words,  the  standard  and  quality 
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of  the  article  were  represented  to  be  such  that  Hie  article  consisted  completely 
of  a  mixture  of  oils  derived  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  and  phenols,  soap  and 
water;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed 
standard  and  quality,  in  that,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  did  not  consist 
completely  of  a  mix  ure  of  oils  derived  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  and  phenols, 
soap  and  water,  but  the  said  article  did  contain,  and  did  consist  partially  of  a 
substance,  to  wit,  petroleum  oil,  other  than  oils  derived  and  produced  from  coal 
tar,  and  other  than  phenols,  soap  and  \va  er. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  for  the  reason  that  the  words, 
to  wit,  "No.  1  Coal  Tar  Dip  and  Disinfectant,"  home  on  the  invoice  covering 
the  article,  are  commonly  and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to  moan  and 
apply  to  a  substance  and  consist  completely  of  a  mixture  of  oils  derived  and  pro- 
duced from  coal  tar,  and  phenols,  soap  and  water,  and  by  reason  of  the  common 
and  general  understanding  and  acceptance  of  the  said  words,  the  art  do  was 
represented  to  consist  completely  of  a  mixture  of  oils  derived  and  produce*  1 
from  coal  tar,  and  phenols,  soap  and  water;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article  did  not  consist  completely  of  a  mixture  of  oils  derived  and  produced 
from  coal  tar.  and  phenols,  soap  and  water,  hut  a  substance,  to  wit,  p°troleum 
oil  other  than  oils  derived  and  produced  from  coal  tar.  and  phenols,  soap  and 
water,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  articles. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  words,  to  wit, 
••  No.  1  Coal  Tar  Dip  and  Disinfectant,"  borne  on  the  invoice  covering  the  article, 
are  commonly  and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and  apply  to  a 
substance  which  consists  completely  of  a  mixture  of  oils  derived  and  produced 
from  coal  lar,  and  phenols,  soap  and  water;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article  was  not  a  coal  tar  dip  and  disinfectant,  hut  was  a  mixture  of  a  coal  tar 
and  petroleum  oil  dip  and  disinfectant,  and  by  reason  of  sa"d  words  and  by 
reason  of  the  composition  of  the  said  article  it  was  an  imita  ion  and  was  offered 
for  sale  under  the  name  of  another  article,  to  wit.  "Coal  Tar  Dip  and  Disin- 
fectant." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  for  the  reason  that  the  state- 
ments, to  wit,  "Moore  Bros.  Disto  Stock  Dip — Ticks  on  Sheep. — Use  one  part 
Dip  to  125  parts  water.  Dip  need  not  he  heated.  Dip  entire  animal:  he  sure 
it  covers  the  head,"  home  on  the  lahels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article, 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  said  statements  the  a-  icle  was 
labeled  and  branded,  so  as  to  mislead  and  deceive  the  purchaser,  in  that  the 
said  statements  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed  would  he 
effective  in  the  treatment  of  sheep  for  ticks;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article,  when  used  as  direc  ed,  would  not  he  effective  in  the  treatment  of  sheep 
for  ticks. 

on  October  8,  1021.  no  claimant  having  appeared  tor  the  goods,  judgment  of 
condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  goods  he 
destroyed  by  the  United  Spates  marshal. 

('.  W.  PUGSLEY, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

7!>r>.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Soluble  Pine  Compound."  U.  9, 
v.  i  barrel  or  "Soluble  Pine  Compound."  Default  <l«»oret»  of  eon- 
demnatlon,  forfeiture  ,jhhI  destruction.    (I,  A  F.  No,  1071.    s.  No,  113.) 

()u  July  -<"),  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
New   York,  acting  upon  a  report  hy  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 

District  Court  of  the  United  states  tor  said  district  a  libel  praying  the  con- 
demnation and  forfeiture  of  1  barrel  of  "Soluble  Tine  Compound."  It  was 
alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  June  17.  1021, 

by  the  Chemical  Supply  Company.  Cleveland.  Ohio,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  intd 

the  State  of  New  York,  and  that  having  been  so  transported  it  remained  un- 
sold, in  the  original  unbroken  package  at  Troy.  n.  y..  and  that  it  was  an 
adulterated  and  inisbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  insecticide 

act  of  1010. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  the  statement, 
to  wit.  "Soluble  Tine  Compound  Inert  Matter  9$   Water,"  in  the  label  on  the 

barrel  containing  tin*  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and 

quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  the  article  did  contain  inert  matter  or 
substances,  that  is  to  say.  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 

mitigate  fungi;  to  wit.  pathogenic  and  putrefactive  bacteria,  in  a  proportion 

of  not  more  than  0  per  centum;  whereas,  the  Strength  and  purity  of  the  article 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth. 
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the  article  did  contain  inert  matter,  or  substances,  in  a  proportion  much 
greater  than  9  per  centum. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  substance,  in  that  the 
words,  to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pine  Compound,"  in  the  label  on  the  barrel  and  the 
words  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  borne  on  the  invoice  covering  the 
article,  purported  and  represented  and  are  commonly  and  generally  under- 
stood and  accepted  to  mean  and  apply  to  an  oil  obtained  and  produced  from  pine 
trees,  together  with  soap  and  water,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  common  and 
general  understanding  and  acceptance  of  the  said  words,  the  said  article  was 
represented  to  consist  entirely  of  an  oil  obtained  and  produced  from  pine 
trees,  together  with  soap  and  water;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
did  not  consist  entirely  of  an  oil  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees,  to- 
gether with  soap  and  water,  but  another  substance,  to  wit,  mineral  oil,  had 
been  substituted  in  part  for  the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  the  words,  to  wit,  "  Soluble 
Pine  Compound,"  in  the  label  on  the  barrel,  and  in  that  the  words  "  Soluble 
Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  borne  on  the  invoice  covering  the  article  were  false 
and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  said  words  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  said  words  would  repre-- 
sent  that  the  article  was  composed  entirely  of  an  oil  obtained  and  produced 
from  pine  trees,  together  with  soap  and  water ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article  was  not  composed  entirely  of  an  oil  obtained  and  produced  from  pine 
trees,  together  with  soap  and  water,  but  the  article  was  composed  of  mineral 
oil,  pine  oil,  soap  and  water. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  did 
consist  partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  water  and  mineral 
oil,  which  said  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi, 
to  wit,  pathogenic  and  putrefactive  bacteria,  and  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients 
so  present  in  the  said  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  any 
label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  barrel  containing  the  article;  nor,  in  lieu  of 
the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients, 
were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the 
article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  sub- 
stances or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly 
on  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  barrel  containing  the  article. 

On  October  8,  1921,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  goods,  judgment 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court 
that  the  product  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

C.  W.  Pugsley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

796.  Misbranding  of  "  Sentieo."    IT.  S.  v.  Parke,  Davis  &  Co.    Plea  of  guilty. 
Fined  $100  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  577.    Dom.  No.  10915.) 

On  July  5,  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Parke,  Davis  &  Company,  a  corporation,  having  a  place  of  business  at  Kansas 
City,  Mo.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant  on  or  about  February  9,  1916, 
from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Utah,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Septico,  " 
which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the 
insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  •  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the 
article  did  consist  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said 
inert  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi, 
and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  was  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  bottles  con- 
taining the  article:  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the 
inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  so  present  in  the  said  article, 
stated  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  said  bottles  contain- 
ing the  article. 

On  November  9,  1921,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  having  been  filed 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100  and  costs. 

C.  W.  Pugsley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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797.  Adulteration  and  minbrandinff  of  "  Naco  Brand  PariN  Green."     I  .  B< 

v.  Nitrate  AsencieH  Company.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine,  $75 
and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  860.    Dom.  No.  14929. ) 

On  November  23,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information 
against  the  Nitrate  Agencies  Company,  a  corporation,  having  a  place  of  busi- 
ness at  Columbus,  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment  by  defendant,  on  or  about 
April  22,  1919,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Kentucky,  of  a  quantity 
of  "  Naco  Brand  Paris  Green,  "  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded 
Paris  green,  within  the  meaning  of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  a  sub- 
stance other  than  Paris  green,  to  wit,  sodium  sulphate,  had  been  mixed  and 
packed  with  the  said  Paris  green,  so  as  to  reduce  and  lower  and  injuriously 
affect  the  quality  and  strength  of  the  said  Paris  green. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  words,  to  wit,  "  Paris 
green,  "  borne  on  the  cartons  containing  the  article  were  false  and  misleading, 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  words  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  said  words  represented  that  the 
quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingredients  contained  in  the 
article  were  the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingredients 
contained  in  the  article  sold  and  recognized  in  commerce  as  pure  Paris  green ; 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  quantity  and  proportion  of  a  substance 
and  ingredient,  to  wit,  sodium  sulphate,  contained  in  the  article,  were  not 
the  quantity  and  proportion  of  sodium  sulphate  contained  in  the  article  sold 
and  recognized  in  commerce  as  pure  Paris  green,  but  the  article  did  contain 
sodium  sulphate  in  a  quantity  and  proportion  in  excess  of  the  quantity  and 
proportion  of  sodium  sulphate  contained  in  the  article  sold  and  recognized 
in  commerce  as  pure  Paris  green. 

On  December  12,  1921,  upon  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere,  the  court  found  the 
defendant  guilty  as  charged  in  the  information  and  imposed  a  fine  of  $75 
and  costs. 

C.  W.  PUGSLEY. 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

798.  Misbranding  of  "  Warnock's  Tree  Paint."     U.  S.  v.  Robert  Wnrnock 

(International  Pear  Blight  Cure  Manufacturing  Co.).  Plea  of 
guilty.    Fine,  $5.     (I.  &  F.  No.  861.    Dom.  No.  14496.) 

On  June  11,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Robert  Warnock,  trading  under  the  name  and  style  of  International  Pear  Plight 
Cure  Manufacturing  Co.,  Independence,  Mo.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  defendant 
on  or  about  April  9,  1919,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  info  the  State  of  Illinois, 
of  a  quantity  of  "Warnock's  Tree  Paint."  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide 
and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  act  of  L910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  Information  (1)  in  that  the 
labels  and  packages  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  Calse  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  certain  statements  in  the  labels  on  the  cans 
containing  the  article,  to  wit: 

"Directions  for  Applying  Warnock's  Tree  Paint.  If  the  trees  are  troubled 
with  borers,  first  remove  the  ground  down  to  the  brace,  roots.  Clean  the  parts 
to  be  painted.  Remove  the  shell  bark  from  the  bodies  of  the  trees.  Prepare 
the  paint  by  keeping  the  paint  bucket  in  a  larger  bucket  that  contains  hot 
water  or  hot  ashes.  The  paint  should  be  above  the  temperature  of  new  milk. 
Apply  the  paint  with  a  good  brush  on  bodies  and  lower  parts  of  the  large  limbs, 
well  up.  Paint  as  the  first  coat  on  a  building  not  too  heavy.  Do  not  paint  the 
roots.  If  trees  have  Crown  (Jail  or  Collar  Rot.  paint  the  diseased  parts  heavier 
than  the  balance  of  the  body.  In  painting  canker  blotches  on  the  limbs  extend 
the  coat  of  paint  several  inches  above  and  below  the  diseased  part  and  clear 
round  the  limb.  Do  not  cut  out  the  canker  blotches,  the  wound  would  never 
bark  over.  The  younger  the  trees,  the  lighter  the  coat  of  paint  should  be. 
Peach,  Plum  and  Cherry  have  thin  bark,  and  require  only  a  light  coat  of  paint. 
They  only  need  protection  from  San  Jose  Scale,  Borers.  Rabbits  and  Mice  In 
case  of  Blight,  the  paint  must  penetrate  to  the  cambium  layer  and  taint  the  sap 
If  the  bark  is  thick,  the  trees  may  require  repainting  after  the  first  is  entirely 
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absorbed.  This  is  determined  by  making  a  small  opening  in  the  bark,  to  see  if 
the  cambium  layer  is  colored.  Cut  out  the  large  blighted  limbs,  and  paint  the 
cuts.  Do  not  cut  out  the  blighting  twigs.  Do  not  paint  whem  the  trees  are 
damp  or  frozen.  Paint  all  seasons  of  the  year.  Trees  that  are  set  in  the  fall 
should  not  be  painted  until  the  following  spring.  Newly  planted  trees  should 
not  be  painted  until  after  they  commence  growing.  Do  not  replace  the  earth 
until  the  bark  has  had  time  to  absorb  the  paint.  Shake  the  container  before 
removing  any  of  the  paint.  Keep  the  paint  well  stirred  while  being  used.  Com- 
mence painting  at  the  upper  part  to  be  painted,  and  paint  downwards  to  prevent 
too  many  laps  and  too  heavy  coat.  These  directions  are  important  and  best 
results  cannot  be  obtained  unless  they  are  complied  with.  Warnock's  Tree  Paint 
is  protected  by  U.  S.  Letters  Patent  779,752.  Address  International  Pear  Blight 
Cure  Mfg.  Co.  819  South  Cottage  St.,  Independence,  Mo.  Bell  Phone  1659," 
did  represent  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  protect  trees  from 
all  kinds  of  borers  and  would  protect  peach  trees,  plum  trees,  and  pear  trees 
from  San  Jose  scale ;  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective 
against  the  diseases  Of  trees  known  as  collar  rot  and  canker  blotches ;  and  that 
the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  disease  of  trees 
known  as  blight;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  as  di- 
rected, would  not  protect  trees  from  all  kinds  of  borers  and  would  not  protect 
peach  trees,  plum  trees,  or  cherry  trees  from  San  Jose  scale;  would  not,  when 
used  as  directed,  be  effective  against  the  diseases  of  trees  known  as  collar  rot 
and  canker  blotches ;  would  not,  when  used  as  directed,  be  effective  against  the 
disease  of  trees  known  as  blight. 

On  November  8,  1921,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5  and  costs. 

C.  W.  Pugsley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

799.  Misbranding  of  "  Dr.  Hess  Dip  and  Disinfectant."  U.  S.  v.  Gilbert 
Hess  &  Jesse  L<.  Clark  (Dr.  Hess  &  Clark).  Plea  of  nolo  contendere. 
Fine,  $50  and  costs.    (I.  &  P.  No.  863.    Dom.  No.  14131.) 

On  October  26,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Gilbert 
Hess  and  Jesse  L.  Clark,  trading  under  the  name  and  style  of  "  Dr.  Hess  & 
Clark,"  Ashland,  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment  by  defendants,  on  or  about  Feb- 
ruary 19,  1918,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a 
quantity  of  "  Dr.  Hess  Dip  and  Disinfectant,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecti- 
cide and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
labels  on  the  cans  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  statements  regarding  the  article,  to 
wit :  "  For  the  Treatment  of  Mange,  Scab,  Ringworm,  Etc.  Kills  Lice,  Sheep 
Ticks,  Fleas,  Mites.  For  Horses,  Cattle,  Sheep,  Swine,  Dogs,  Goats  and  Poul- 
try. Deodorizes  and  Purifies  Hog  Pens,  Barns,  Poultry  Houses,  Kennels,  Out- 
houses, Drains,  Sinks,  Etc.  Directions :  As  a  general  disinfectant  for  deodoriz- 
ing and  purifying  hog  pens,  barns,  poultry  houses,  kennels,  out-houses,  drains, 
sinks,  etc.,  and  destroying  the  poisonous  germs  of  disease,  use  solution  one  part 
of  Dr.  Hess  Dip  and  Disinfectant  to  75  parts  of  water,  Spray  or  sprinkle  about 
freely.  Use  also  in  mopping,  scrubbing,  and  cleaning.  *  *  *  For  Hogs,  Lice, 
Mange  and  Skin  Troubles.  Dip  in  solution  one  part  Dr.  Hess  dip  and  disin- 
fectant to  60  or  70  parts  warm  water,  or  apply  with  spray  pump  or  brush. 
Repeat  in  ten  days.  Hog  cholera.  Dip  all  animals,  thus  destroying  the  lice. 
Insolate  affected  animals.  Disinfect  the  pens  and  yards  with  one  part  Dr.  Hess 
Dip  and  Disinfectant  to  70  parts  water.  Allow  animals  to  drink  freely  of  solu- 
tion made  of  one  part  of  Dr.  Hess  dip  and  disinfectant  to  500  parts  water. 
For  Horses  and  Cattle.  Lice.  Apply  solution  of  one  part  of  Dr.  Hess  Dip  and 
Disinfectant  to  70  parts  water.  Use  spray  pump  or  any  convenient  method, 
where  dipping  is  not  practical.  Be  sure  to  saturate  the  hair  thoroughly. 
Repeat  in  one  week.  Mange.  Same  as  for  Lice.  Brush  solution  well  into  the 
pores  of  the  skin.  Repeat  in  one  week.  In  very  stubborn  cases  use  stronger 
solution.  Abortion  in  Cows. — Inject  one  part  of  Dr.  Hess  Dip  and  Disinfectant 
to  100  parts  of  water  into  the  womb  and  vagina  after  the  after-birth  has  been 
removed.   Use  about  three  gallons  of  the  solution.   Repeat  each  day.  Disinfect 
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Stables  thoroughly.  Ring  Worm  and  Kczema.  Wash  in  solution  one  part  Df, 
Hess  Dip  and  Disinfectant  to  20  parts  water.  Repeat  every  5  days  until  cured. 
Crease  Heel,  Scratches,  Etc.  Wash  in  solution  one  part  Dr.  Hess  Dip  and  Disin- 
fection to  50  parts  water.  Repeat  daily.  For  Dogs,  Mange  or  Fleas.  Wash  in  solu- 
tion one  part  Dr.  Iless  Dip  and  Disinfectanl  to  100  parts  water,  Repeal 
weekly.  (jholera.     Disinfect  pens  thoroughly  and  place  a  lew  drops 

of  dip  in  the  drinking  water.  Scaly  Legs.  Insert  the  legs  into  a  solution  of 
one  part  Dr.  Iless  Dip  and  Disinfectant  to  50  parls  water.    I'se  warm  and  hold 

in  solution  two  or  three  minutes/'  borne  on  said  labels  represented  and  pro- 
fessed that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  he  effective  against  all 
types  and  varieties  of  mites,  mange,  scab,  eczema,  and  all  other  skin  troubles 
and  diseases  caused  by  insect  parasites  which  infest  or  affect  horses  or  cattle: 
would  he  effective  aga  nst  all  types  and  varieties  of  mange,  seal),  mites,  and  the 
skin  troubles  and  diseases  caused  hy  insect  parasites  which  affect  hogs:  would 
be  an  effective  remedy  in  all  cases  of  the  disease  of  horses  and  cattle  known  US 
grease  heel  and  scratches:  would  he  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties 
of  mites,  mange,  scab,  and  all  other  skin  troubles  or  d'seases  caused  hy  insect 
parasites  which  affect  dogs:  would  he  an  effective  remedy  in  the  treatment 
of  cows  for  the  effects  of  ahortion:  would  he  an  effective  remedy  in  the  treat 
ment  of  hogs  affected  with  hog  cholera:  would  he  an  effective  remedy  in  the 
treatment  of  poultry  for  cholera  :  would  he  an  effective  remedy  in  all  cases  of 
scaly  legs  in  poultry;  would  deodorize,  purify,  and  destroy  the  germs  of  dis- 
eases in  hogpens,  harns.  poultry  houses,  kennels,  outhouses,  drains,  and  sinks, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  he 
effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  mites,  mange,  seah.  and  eczema  or 
of  other  skin  troubles  or  diseases  caused  hy  Insect  parasites  which  infest  or 
affect  horses  or  cattle:  would  not  he  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of 
mange,  scab,  mites,  or  all  skin  troubles  or  diseases  caused  hy  insect  parasites 
which  affect  hogs;  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy  in  all  cases  of  the  diseases 
of  horses  and  cattle  known  as  grease  heed  and  scratches;  would  not  he  effective 
against  all  types  and  varieties  of  mites,  mange,  scab,  or  .ill  other  skin  diseases 
or  troubles  caused  hy  insect  parasites  which  affect  dogs;  would  not  he  an 
effective  remedy  in  the  treatment  of  cows  lor  the  effects  of  abortion;  would 
not  he  an  effective  remedy  in  the  treatment  Of  bogs  affected  with  hog  cholera  : 
would  not  he  an  effective  remedy  in  the  tieatment  of  poultry  for  cholera; 
would  not  he  an  effective  remedy  in  all  cases  of  scaly  legs  in  poultry;  nor 
would  it  deodorize  or  purify  or  destroy  the  germs  of  all  diseases  in  hogpens, 
harns,  poultry  houses,  kennels,  outhouses,  drains,  or  sinks. 

On  September  l.  1921,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  having  been  entered  on  behalf 

of  the  defendants,  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  -Sod  and  costs. 

C.   W.  I'tOSl.KV. 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

SOO.   Adulteration  and  misbranding;  of  coal  inr  dip  and  disinfectant.    U.  S. 

v.  tin*  Post  Chemical  titu.  Co.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Pined  825 
and  costs.     i  I.  &  V.  No.  !»:{7.    Dam.  No.  1478G). 

on  November  8,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 

of  Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  hy  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
District  Court  Of  the  t'niled  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 

the  Post  Chemical  Manufacturing  Company,  a  corporation,  Cleveland.  Ohio, 

alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant  on  or  about  March  "_!">.  HHP.  from  the 
Slate  Of  <duo.  into  the  State  of  Georgia,  of  a  Quantity  of  "Coal  Tar  Dip  and 

Disinfectant,"  wh'oh  was  an  adulterated  ami  misbranded   insecticide  and 

fungicide  within  the  meaning  Of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  words, 
in  writ,  "Coal  Tar  Dip  and  Disinfectant,*'  home  on  the  tags  or  labels  affixed 
to  the  barrels  containing  the  article,  are  ased  to  describe  and  designate,  and 

are  comii  Ij  and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and  to  apply 

to  substances  which  cohs'st  ami  are  composed  completely  of  a  mixture  of  oils 

derived  and  produced  from  coal  tar.  and  phonoK  soap  and  water,  ami  hy  rea- 
son of  said  common  and  general  use.  understanding,  acceptance  and  application 
of  the  said  words,  the  standard  and  quantity  of  the  article  were  represented 

ami  profess., i  to  he  sucb  that  the  article  did  cons'st  and  was  composed  com- 
pletely Of  a  mixture  of  oils  derived  and  produced  from  coal  tar.  and  phenols 
BOap  and  water:  whereas,  the  Strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the 
professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did 
not  consist  and  was  not  composed  comp'etely  of  a  mixture  of  nils  derived  and 
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produced  from  coal  tar,  and  phenols,  soap  and  water,  but  the  article  did  con- 
tain, and  did  consist  partially  of  a  substance,  to  wit.  petroleum  oil,  other 
than  oils  derive;!  from  coal  tar,  and  other  than  phenols,  soap  and  water. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  words,  to  wit, 
''Coal  Tar  Pip  and  Disinfectant"  home  on  the  said  tags  or  labels  are  com- 
monly and  generally  used  to  describe  ami  designate  and  are  commonly  and 
generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and  apply  to  a  substance  which 
consists  completely  of  a  mixture  of  oils-  derived  and  produced  from  coal  tar, 
and  phenols,  soap  and  water,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  common  and  general 
use,  understand  ng,  acceptance  and  application  of  the  said  words,  the  article 
was  represented  and  professed  to  consist  and  to  be  composed  completely  of 
a  mixture  of  oils  derived  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  and  phenols,  soap  and 
water ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  consist  completely 
of  a  mixture  of  oils  derived  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  and  phenols,  soap  and 
water,  but  a  substance,  to  wit,  petroleum  oil.  other  than  oils  derived  and 
produced  from  coal  tar  and  other  than  phenols,  soap  and  water,  had  been  sub- 
stituted in  part  for  the  article. 

Misbrand  ng  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  words,  to  wit, 
"  Coal  Tar  Dip  and  Disinfectant,"  borne  on  the  said  tags  or  labels  are  com- 
monly and  generally  used  to  describe  and  designate,  and  are  commonly  and 
generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and  apply  to  a  substance  which 
consists  and  is  composed  completely  of  a  mixture  of  oils  derived  and  produced 
from  coal  tar,  and  phenols,  soap  and  water,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  com- 
mon and  general  use,  understanding,  acceptance,  and  application  of  the  said 
words,  the  article  was  represented  and  professed  to  consist  and  to  he  composed 
completely  of  a  mixture  of  oils  derived  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  and  phe- 
nols, soap  and  water,  whereas,  the  said  words  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
by  reason  of  said  words  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not 
consist  and  was  not  composed  completely  of  a  mixture  of  oils  derived  and  pro- 
duced from  coal  tar,  and  phenols,  soap  and  water,  but  the  article  did  contain, 
and  did  consist  partially  of  a  substance,  to  wit,  petroleum  oil,  other  than  oils 
derived,  obtained,  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  and  phenols  and  soap,  and 
water. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  did  consist 
of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  substance  does  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  amount 
of  said  inert  substance  so  present  in  the  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and 
correctly,  or  at  all,  or  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any 
of  the  barrels  containing  the  article;  nor.  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  per- 
centage amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  ingredients  of  the  said  article  having 
insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said 
inert  ingredient  so  present  in  the  said  article  as  aforesaid,  stated  plainly  and 
correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  said  barrels  or  on  each  or  any 
label  borne  thereon  or  affixed  thereto. 

On  September  12,  1921,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  having  been  entered  on 
half  of  the  defendant,  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

C.  W.  Pugsley, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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